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ABSTRACT 
 
CREATING CLASSROOM RELATIONSHIPS THAT ALLOW STUDENTS TO 
FEEL KNOWN 
 
SEPTEMBER 2010 
 
KENT A. DIVOLL, B.S., WESTFIELD STATE COLLEGE 
  
M.ED., LESLEY UNIVERSITY 
 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 
Directed by: Linda L. Griffin 
 
The purpose of this qualitative study was to use grounded theory and case study 
methodology to identify and describe the ways that an upper elementary school teacher 
makes students feel known and respected for who they are by creating a relationship-
driven classroom community. Analyzing how a teacher uses a relationship-driven 
classroom community has the potential to improve upon existing classroom community 
models. Data were collected from a teacher questionnaire, student questionnaire, samples 
of student work, document collection, two formal interviews with ten students, two 
formal interviews the teacher, and descriptive field notes from observations. Results 
indicated creating teacher-student relationships that make students feel known and 
important has the potential to offset the issues resulting from the disconnect between 
teachers and students and could lead to greatly improved student achievement. The 
results also provide new directions in the following areas: (a) teacher-student 
relationships, i.e., making students feel known and important; (b) creating classroom 
communities that are formed around teacher-student relationships; and (c) accounting for 
the mismatch between teachers and students.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
In the United States, a disparity between the race of teachers (84% White non-
Hispanic, 8% Black non-Hispanic, 6% Hispanic, 2% Asian/Pacific Islander, 1% 
American Indian/Alaska Native) (National Center for Educational Statistics [NCES], 
n.d.a) and students (58.4% white non-Hispanic, 17.1% Black non-Hispanic, 18.8% 
Hispanic, 4.5% Asian/Pacific Islander, 1.2% American Indian/Alaska Native) (NCES, 
n.d.b) exists. As “definitions and expectations of appropriate behavior are culturally 
influenced, and conflicts are likely to occur when teachers and students come from 
different cultural backgrounds” (Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, & Curran, 2004, p. 26), 
these conflicts create a disconnect between teachers and students that can be seen as a 
primary concern for our nation’s classrooms. The current achievement gap (Gay, 2000, 
2006) between African-American and Hispanic students and White students in reading 
and mathematics (Education Trust, 2004, 2006, 2009), and the suspension referral rate for 
students of color versus White students (Gay, 2006; Gregory, 1997; Townsend, 2000) can 
be attributed to the cultural disconnect between teachers and students.  
In terms of gender, females represent approximately 79% of the teacher 
workforce in the United States (NCES, n.d.a). The gender disparity is concerning because 
it can result in students feeling disconnected to the teacher and classroom (Head, 1996; 
Head & Ramsden, 1990; Parker-Price & Claxton, 1996; Pollack & Cushman, 2001). 
Much like the need for strategies for being culturally relevant, teachers also need to 
incorporate teaching and management strategies for the different genders (Head, 1996; 
Head & Ramsden, 1990; Parker-Price & Claxton, 1996; Pollack & Cushman, 2001). One 
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possible result of the gender disparity and the lack of teaching and management strategies 
in classrooms is the high rate of male student suspensions versus female suspensions 
(NCES, n.d.c). In addition to the aforementioned disparities, teachers must also account 
for students’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds, special needs, learning styles, 
socioeconomic status, and interests, all the while managing the classroom in such a way 
that the students learn social skills and are proficient in each core subject.  
One method to account for such issues is to combine the lessons learned from 
literature on creating positive classroom communities, being culturally responsive, and 
forming relationships in the classroom. Although much research has been conducted on 
each of the three aforementioned areas, little research has been conducted that combine 
these three concepts to create a relationship-driven classroom community (i.e., creating a 
classroom community wherein classroom relationships make students feel known and 
respected for who they are). Such a vision would include, as Pianta (2006) suggested, the 
view of classroom management and classroom community in terms of relationships 
because such designs lead to “mutually satisfying, supportive, and productive 
relationships” (p. 704). Thus, this qualitative study used grounded theory and case study 
methodology to examine one aspect of such a classroom community, i.e., teacher-student 
relationships. The focus of the study was to investigate how a teacher created deep levels 
of relationships in classrooms with students from a variety of cultural backgrounds with 
the goal of making his/her students feel known and respected for who they are.  
Theoretical Framework 
 Literature from the following areas holds promise for disrupting the disconnect 
between teachers and students and rectifying many of the aforementioned issues that 
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classrooms face today: attachment theory, classroom and school community models, 
multicultural education, culturally relevant pedagogy, culturally responsive teaching, 
classroom relationships, and classroom management. Using attachment theory as the 
basis for forming relationships and a community in a classroom setting offers potential to 
provide teachers with a collaborative and more enjoyable way of working with students 
(Watston & Ecken, 2003; Pianta, 2006). Attachment theory, which began with John 
Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth’s work with the attachment between an infant and his/her 
mother (the primary caregiver), provided an understanding of the positive effects on 
children who have had secure attachments and the negative effects on children who had 
insecure attachments with their primary caregiver. The attachments that children have 
with their primary caregiver can affect their future relationships- including those with 
peers and teachers (Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & Ecken, 2003), self-
concept (Bretherton, 1992; Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & Ecken, 2003), 
and ability to regulate their emotions and behavior and to learn about the world (Watson 
& Ecken, 2003). In attachment theory, it is suggested that within children’s biological 
nature there is a need to seek nurturing relationships with their caregivers, be cooperative 
and prosocial, and their socialization and development occurs with the “guidance and 
support of their caregiver” (Watson & Ecken, 2003, p. 280).  
 The relationship between a child and teacher can be considered in loco parentis 
(Ainsworth, 1989; Watson & Ecken, 2003) and, therefore, attachment theory can be 
applied to classrooms. When applied to a classroom setting, Watson and Ecken (2003) 
suggested that attachment theory changes the prevailing view of classroom management 
by (a) eliminating rewards for good behavior and punishments for bad behavior while 
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still providing students with limits, (b) using teacher/student relationships as positive 
models for students relationships, (c) focusing on personal relationships between the 
teacher and students as the foundation for discipline, (d) knowing the child well enough 
to adjust to students’ needs, and (e) forming trusting, collaborative, and supporting 
partnerships with students. Regardless of whether students form secure or insecure 
relationships with their primary caregivers outside of school, teachers who form trusting, 
collaborative, and supportive relationships with students have the  potential to create a 
positive influence on students’ trust in self, trust in their caregiver (in this case the 
teacher), and in relationships in general (Watson & Ecken).  
 Research on school community and classroom community has shown positive 
effects on students at the different K-12 levels: (a) preschool (e.g., DeVries & Zan, 
1994), (b) elementary (e.g., Battistich, Solomon, Watson, & Schaps, 1997), (c) middle 
school (Goodenow, 1993a), and (d) high school (e.g., Bryk & Driscoll, 1988). A positive 
classroom community and/or school community contributes to promoting (a) academic 
motivation and achievement as well as commitment to school (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; 
Goodenow, 1993a; Goodenow, 1993b; Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps, & Lewis, 
2000); (b) democratic attitudes and values (Battistich, Solomon, Kim, Watson, & Schaps, 
1995; Ehman, 1980; Higgins, 1980; Solomon, Watson, Battistich, Schaps, & Delucchi, 
1996); (c) democratic behavior (Solomon & Kendall, 1976); and, (d) using democratic 
methods to solve problems (Allman-Snyder, May, & Garcia, 1975). According to Watson 
and Battistich (2006), “the importance of classroom community has become so accepted 
that it would be difficult to find anyone to persuasively argue against its importance” (p. 
253). In school and classroom community literature, the prevailing notion is the concept 
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of creating a sense of belonging for students (Solomon, Watson, Battistich, et al., 1996). 
Despite the promise of school community and classroom community approaches, these 
approaches typically are one-size-fits-all models that are packaged for school-wide or 
classroom implementation and considered effective for all students. These community 
approaches typically neglect a student’s culture, language, and individual differences.     
 There are a number of theorists and researchers who made cultural 
recommendations that can be applied to enhancing the school/classroom community. 
Many of these recommendations have ties to Nieto’s (2000) notion of multicultural 
education. Nieto (2000) defined multicultural education as “finding and using culturally, 
multiculturally, and linguistically relevant materials to develop students’ cognitive skills. 
It also means using a variety of approaches in instruction… But, in the end, it is students’ 
relationships with their teachers that matters most” (p. 332). In order to develop a 
multicultural setting and have a mutually accommodating classroom community, Ladson-
Billings (1995) suggested a need for culturally relevant pedagogy. Culturally relevant 
pedagogy calls for teachers to help their students to “be academically successful, 
culturally competent, and sociopolitically critical” (Ladson-Billings, 1995, p. 477-478) 
by creating a “dynamic or synergistic relationship between home/community culture and 
school culture” (p. 467).   
 Another recommendation for addressing classroom issues is to have the classroom 
include culturally responsive classroom management (Weinstein et al., 2004), culturally 
responsive discipline (Sheets & Gay, 1996), and a culturally responsive curriculum. 
Culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM) creates a management system that 
focuses on the students’ and teacher’s cultural background while the ultimate purpose of 
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culturally responsive discipline “is for teachers to create caring and nurturing 
relationships with students, grounded in cooperation, collaboration, and reciprocity” 
based on valuing a student’s family, culture, language, and race (Sheets & Gay, 1996, p. 
92). A curriculum that is multicultural and mutually accommodating creates a situation 
where a student’s home culture and language is validated and teachers are teaching 
students using a medium wherein they can operate in the school culture (Delpit, 1992; 
Morrell, 2003). The absence of a curriculum that allows the home culture of the students 
to enter the classroom poses a risk of “reinforcing societal divisions in children’s 
orientations to each other, to cultural art forms, and to school itself” (Dyson, 1997, p. 
181). Yet, when teachers connect school to a student’s home culture, they can create what 
Dyson (1993) referred to as, “in roads” and “crossroads” that lead to better student-
teacher and student-student relationships, which in turn can create a stronger classroom 
community.  
 Both the classroom community and culturally responsive literature attempt to 
create a classroom wherein students’ cultural backgrounds are valued and students feel a 
sense of belonging to the classroom. By using attachment theory to combine and reframe 
creating classroom communities and being culturally responsive, two major theoretical 
shifts occur: (a) an emphasis is placed on classroom relationships that are formed using 
the principles of classroom community models and being cultural responsive and (b) a 
classroom community diverts from the current motion of creating a sense of belonging to 
the concept of making students feel known and respected. Such a vision of a 
“relationship-driven classroom community” includes (a) creating activities wherein the 
teacher and students learn more than surface level information about each other in an 
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attempt to enhance the student/teacher relationship, (b) using what the teacher learns 
about students as the foundation for classroom activities and for creating a sense of 
classroom community, and (c) creating enhanced student/student relationships by having 
classmates learn about each other; all of which attempt to make students feel known and 
respected for all aspects of who they are.  
Purpose of Study 
 The purpose of this qualitative study was to use grounded theory and case study 
methodology to identify and describe the ways that an upper elementary school teacher 
makes students feel known and respected for who they are by creating a relationship-
driven classroom community. Analyzing how a teacher uses a relationship-driven 
classroom community has the potential to improve upon existing classroom community 
models. The following research questions guided this study:  
1. How does a teacher create and maintain teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
2. What are the teacher’s perceptions of the teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
3. How do students respond to the teacher-student relationship in a relationship-
driven classroom community? 
4. What are the students’ perceptions of the teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
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Significance of Study 
This study is significant for several reasons. First, many current reviews of 
literature suggest that the type of research conducted by this study is needed. There is a 
call for research that investigates (a) classroom management approaches for individual 
classrooms with students from a variety of cultural backgrounds (Milner, 2006); (b) 
improving relationships between children and teachers (Pianta, 2006), (c) how 
management occurs in real classrooms (Carter & Doyle, 2006); and (d) “how teachers 
establish and maintain positive, caring relationships with students, foster autonomy and 
self-regulation, and build community” (Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006, p. 211). 
Second, using attachment theory to reframe the notion of classroom communities, being 
culturally responsive, and classroom relationships away from the concept of creating a 
sense of belonging for students to making students feel known is a relatively new 
concept. Thus, limited research investigating how teachers create classroom relationships 
that make students feel known and respected has been conducted to date. Third, making 
students feel known and respected for who they are has the potential to accommodate for 
the disconnect between teachers and students, increase student motivation, and enhance 
learning. Fourth, it is widely accepted that teacher-student relationships are important, yet 
few suggest that classroom relationships should include more than teachers and students 
knowing a few facts about each other. The classroom investigated in this study used a 
relationship-driven classroom community, (i.e., the relationships are the foundation of the 
classroom) rather than simply creating surface level teacher-student and student-student 
relationships at the beginning of the year. Finally, the results of this study yield a new 
direction of thought in creating communities, enhancing teacher-student relationships, 
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and being culturally responsive as well as providing recommendations for teachers and 
teacher educators about creating teacher-student relationships in a relationship-driven 
classroom community. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
From There to Here 
 My own interest with the topic of classroom community and relationships arose 
from my: (a) my experiences as a preservice teacher, (b) struggles that I encountered as a 
teacher, and (c) many and varied learning experiences as a graduate student. During my 
student teaching, I was placed in a bilingual Russian-English speaking second grade 
classroom. The classroom consisted of about fifteen students some of whom could speak 
only English, some who were bilingual, and one student who could speak very little 
English. In order to include the students in the classroom community, I attempted to 
honor their language, traditions, and culture by learning some important Russian phrases 
and used these phrases in class.   
 When I started teaching, I realized how unprepared I really was to be a teacher. It 
took me about three to four years to feel comfortable with classroom management issues 
and feel as if I was a good teacher. Although my growth as a teacher was enhanced by a 
desire to improve, master degree courses, and influence from colleagues, it was most 
influenced by training called Research for Better Teachers. I learned a lot from the 
Research for Better Teachers training about being an effective teacher. As a result of this 
training, I began to focus on teacher-student relationships as a way to motivate students 
and promoted three messages in my classroom: (a) I care about you, (b) I believe in you, 
and (c) I am here to give you the skills and tools you need. This experience taught me 
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that the first few years of a teaching career essentially allow the teacher to figure it all 
out.   
  My interest in teacher education drove me to enter a doctoral program. When I 
became a doctoral student, my passion was directed at improving the education system 
and, more specifically, helping neophyte teachers improve at a faster rate than I 
experienced. With each course, I formulated and refined my ideas. Eventually, my 
practicum experience teaching non-native speaking children, my passion to assist 
teachers in their first few years of teaching, and the notion of enhancing relationships led 
me to the concept of classroom community. As I read more about the concept of 
classroom community, I began to understand the importance of establishing a positive 
classroom community. After reading about the different conceptions of classroom 
community, I theorized that classroom community could be improved if a community 
was more individualized.  
 I read works by Sonia Nieto, Gloria Ladison-Billigs, Geneva Gay, and Carol 
Weinstein. Each of these authors provided perspectives about respecting the cultural 
identity of students. I saw a direct link between creating a sense of classroom community 
and the notion of respecting the cultural of students. The notion of being culturally 
responsive lead me to the concept of making students feel known and respected. I 
struggled with combining these ideas until it dawned on me that the relationships that I 
had with my students when I was a classroom teacher were aimed at making students feel 
known and respected. Thus, I read about classroom relationships and the benefits of 
creating positive teacher-students classroom relationships. It was this direction and the 
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work of Vitto (2003) that finally brought all of these ideas together to the vision of a 
relationship-driven classroom community.          
Introduction 
This review is divided into four main sections. The first section includes the 
theoretical frame (i.e., using attachment theory as the basis for creating classroom 
community and teacher-student relationships) for this literature review. The second 
section of this literature review consists of a review of school and classroom community 
literature and includes (a) a brief history of classroom community, (b) a definition of 
community, (c) community in education, (d) common themes in community models, (e) 
common set of classroom activities, (f) benefits of community, and (e) classroom 
community. The third and fourth sections include recommendations for community (i.e., 
accounting for students’ home culture, gender, and language) and a summary of the 
literature review.  
Theoretical Framework 
 Pianta (2006) suggested that the view of classroom management in terms of 
relationships can lead to new designs that are “mutually satisfying, supportive, and 
productive relationships” (p. 704). Using attachment theory as the basis for forming 
relationships and a community in a classroom setting offers potential for providing 
teachers with a collaborative and more enjoyable way of working with students (Pianta; 
Watson & Ecken, 2003). Attachment theory, which began with John Bowlby and Mary 
Ainsworth’s work with the interactions between infants and their mothers (the primary 
caregivers), provided an understanding of the positive and negative effects of secure and 
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insecure attachments. As children grow, they begin to create inner working models 
(IWM) of attachment relationships, which regulate the children’s self concept and their 
future relationships with family members and non-family members (Kennedy & 
Kennedy, 2004; Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991).     
  In attachment theory, it is suggested that within children’s biological nature there 
is a need to seek nurturing relationships with their caregivers, be cooperative and 
prosocial, and their socialization and development occurs with the “guidance and support 
of their caregiver” (Watson & Ecken, 2003, p. 280). The attachments that children have 
with their primary caregiver can affect aspects of children’s lives outside of their 
relationship with their caregivers. These relationships can affect children’s future 
relationships, including those with peers and teachers (Lynch & Cicchette, 1997; Slater 
Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & Ecken, 2003), their self-concept (Bretherton, 
1992; Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & Ecken, 2003), their motivation 
(Soares, Lemos, & Almeida, 2005), their sense of loneliness (Galanaki & Vassilopoulou, 
2007), their ability to regulate emotions and behavior, and their ability to learn about the 
world (Watson & Ecken, 2003). The risk factors in children’s home life, their primary 
caregiver’s IWM, and parenting style the child experiences determine whether the 
outcome of the child’s attachments are positive or negative (Kennedy & Kennedy, 2004).  
The relationship between a child and teacher can be considered in loco parentis 
(Ainsworth, 1989; Watson & Ecken, 2003) and therefore attachment theory can be 
applied to classrooms. Kennedy and Kennedy (2004) posited that a teacher’s IWM and 
the teaching style that they select as a result has an effect on the students’ conception of 
attachments. The classroom interactions between the teacher’s IWM and a student’s 
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IWM have a direct impact on their relationship and behavior in school (Pianta, 1999). 
The relationship developed between teachers and students is created over time and 
changes based on the interactions that take place (Pianta, 1999). Solomon, Watson, 
Delucchi, Schaps, and Battistich (1988) suggested that teacher-student relationships also 
influence children’s social development. The connection between a teacher and student 
relationships in early grades has been shown to be a predictor of student performance 
later in school (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Children who have a history of secure 
attachments have been shown to earn higher grades, participate more in class, and be 
more attentive in school (Jacobsen & Hofmann, 1997). 
When applied to a classroom setting, Watson and Ecken (2003) suggested that 
attachment theory changes to the prevailing view of classroom management by (a) 
eliminating rewards for good behavior and punishments for bad behavior while still 
providing students with limits, (b) using teacher/student relationships as positive models 
for students relationships, (c) focusing on personal relationships between the teacher and 
students as the foundation for discipline, (d) knowing the child well enough to adjust to 
students’ needs, and (e) forming trusting, collaborative, and supporting partnerships with 
students. Regardless of whether students form secure or insecure relationships with their 
primary care-givers outside of school, teachers who form trusting, collaborative, and 
supportive relationships with students have the  potential to positively influence students’ 
trust in self, trust in their caregivers (in this case the teacher), and in relationships in 
general (Watson & Ecken). Within attachment theory, having teachers create an 
environment for students to learn about each other, having students work together in 
groups and pairs, and discussing what makes a good classmate creates a situation wherein 
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the student/student relationships become a way for students to learn about positive 
attachments and to feel more attached to the classroom community (Watson & Ecken). 
Review of School and Classroom Community Literature  
Brief History of Classroom Community 
 The concept of classroom community began in the early 1900s with the 
Progressivism and Reconstructionism movements. These movements promoted a 
diversion from current view of knowledge, the role of the teacher and student, and the 
goals for education. Progressivists such as G. Stanley Hall and John Dewey, advocated 
for a shift away from the curricular philosophy wherein students focused on the basic 
skills with limited student activity to a philosophy that included an active student-
centered curriculum with solving problems that were of interest to the students (Passe, 
1995; Watras, 2008). Progressivists promoted a shift in the teacher’s role within the 
classroom from a provider of knowledge to someone who guided students on a pathway 
toward learning (Passe, 1995; Watras, 2008). Reconstructionists, such as George Counts, 
advocated for the same teacher roles as did the Progressivists, but suggested that students 
focus on solving societal problems (Passe, 1995). 
 Although the Progressivist and Reconstructionists movements began in the early 
1900s, Passe (1995) concluded that it was not until the Soviet launch of Sputnik I in 1957 
that some of their ideas became mainstream. As a result of the “space race,” the 
Perennialist, Essentialist, Progressivist, and Reconstructionist movements were all at 
odds over the pathway to improve America’s schools. From the debate emerged a 
combination of approaches: a renewed focus on academic learning and a concentration of 
problem solving replaced the traditional lecture style of teaching (Passe). In mid-1960s, 
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the pendulum swung further toward Progressivist ideals. New approaches to schooling 
were implemented with (a) a focus on problems that interested students, (b) an emphasis 
on interpersonal relationships, (c) a way to develop student self-esteem, and (d) 
alternatives to current teaching activities (Passe). In the early 1960s, A. S. Neil 
recommended that teachers focus on trust and a child-centered approach to the classroom 
(Watson & Battistich, 2006). Although the pendulum has swung back and forth among 
the aforementioned movements, the foundation for community was in place.    
 Despite the Progressive and Reconstructionist reforms, limited attention had been 
given to the importance of personal classroom relationships of teachers and students and 
students and their peers (Watson & Battistich, 2006). The views of Piaget (1965) and 
Vygotsky’s (1987) ideas resulted in a more complex understanding of children and 
learning and shifted thinking away from the notion of children as blank slates. For 
example, Vygotsky suggested that social interactions between people in a child’s 
environment and interactions with their peers are essential components of learning. 
Educators and researchers who were influenced by Vygotsky’s social constructivist 
paradigm focused on creating educational programs and interventions that account for the 
social context in which learning takes place (Vygotsky; Watson & Battistich, 2006), 
whereas followers of Piaget created approaches to instruction that aimed to foster 
children’s autonomy, problem solving, and the view of development though exploration 
and social interaction (Piaget; Watson & Battistich).   
 As these conceptions of learning and children became more widely accepted, 
researchers shifted focus to determine how schools could combat the social issues facing 
society (Passe, 1995). Researchers and theorists began to view the classroom as a social 
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place where the students could benefit from peer interactions and from a teacher who 
focused on a collaborative relationship with students (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; 
Sergiovanni, 1994; Watson & Battistich, 2006). Eventually, the notion of community 
became grounded in democracy and care (Nodding, 1984), which resulted in 
relationships becoming an important component of the classroom. Pianta (1999) and 
Watson and Ecken (2003) suggested that a positive teacher-child relationship is essential 
for teachers in classroom setting. With the focus on the importance of relationships, 
researchers began to apply attachment theory to the notion of classroom relationships and 
the concept of community (Galanaki & Vassilopoulou, 2007; Lynch & Cicchette, 1997; 
Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Soares et al., 2005; Watson & Ecken, 2003).   
Defining Community 
 Gusfield (1978) posited two meanings of the term community: (a) a way to 
describe geographic location (e.g., neighborhood, town, city) and (b) "quality of character 
of human relationship, without reference to location" (p. xvi). For the sake of this review 
of literature, the term community will relate to the second definition. Using the term 
community to represent human relationships typically yields different constructs of 
community. One construct of community is the view of community as relationships with 
common endeavors or shared goals (Rogoff, 2003; Rogoff, Bartlett, & Turkanis, 2001; 
Sergiovanni, 1994). Rogoff et al. (2001) conceptualized community as involving 
“relationships among people based on common endeavors-trying to accomplish some 
things that together-with some stability of involvement and attention to the ways that 
members relate to each other” (p.10).  
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 A second construct of community is the notion of community as feelings of 
inclusion or belonging (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Saphier & Gower, 1997; Watson & 
Ecken, 2003). Saphier and Gower constructed community as “an individual’s feelings in 
relation to a groups feelings of acceptance, inclusion, membership, and maybe beyond 
into friendship and affection” (p. 359). A third notion of community is that of caring 
relationships, which include the concept of care (Noddings, 2005), trust (Watson & 
Ecken, 2003), and love (Goldstein, 1997). McMillan and Chavis combined all three 
constructs of community into a definition, which, consequently, will be the working 
definition of community for this literature review. Community is a “a feeling that 
members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the 
group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to 
be together” (McMillan & Chavis, p. 4).   
Community in Education 
 In education, the term community has taken various forms that share a common 
lineage. Community has been conceptualized as moral communities (DeVries & Zan, 
1994), a community of learners (Brown & Campione, 1990; Rogoff et al., 2001; Tharp & 
Gallimore, 1988), a learning community (Burden, 2006; Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 
1994; Watkins, 2005), caring communities (Battistich, Watson, Solomon, Lewis, & 
Schaps, 1999; Dalton & Watson 1997; Noddings, 1984, 2002, 2005; Watson & Ecken, 
2003), Just Community (Power, Higgins, & Kohlberg, 1989), relational communities 
(McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Osterman; 2000; Pianta, 1999; Rogoff et al., 2001; Watson 
& Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken, 2003), supportive communities, school 
communities (Power et al., 1989), and democratic communities (Wolk, 1998, 2002). The 
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construct of community in schools can be as large as the entire school or small as a 
classroom activity. Despite the various sizes and terms used for the concept of 
community, Watson and Battistich (2006) suggested that there are six types of 
approaches to community: (a) Just Community, (b) moral/constructivist community, (c) 
community of learners, (d) democratic community, (e) consistency management and 
cooperative discipline, and (f) caring community. In addition, the responsive classroom 
model can be seen as the seventh type of community.   
Just Community 
 The Just Community was founded by Lawrence Kohlberg and has ties to Piaget. 
Literature from the Just Community mentions “that social institutions, such as 
congregations and schools, are necessary mediators between private experience and 
moral action” (Higgins-D'Alessandro & Cecero, 2003, p. 2). This model is used in high 
school settings to encourage moral development and democratic ideals. The Just 
Community includes (a) regular student teacher advisory groups, (b) whole school 
meetings to discuss school problems, rules, and policies, (c) a student run disciplinary 
community, (e) the notion of teachers and students as “we” and the school as “ours,” (f) 
shared expectation for students and teachers, and (g) a one person one vote philosophy 
(Power & Makogon, 1995; Watson & Battistich, 2006). The only area within this type of 
community approach that is controlled by the teachers and the administration is the 
curriculum, in the other areas students have a voice and representation.     
Moral/constructivist community  
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At the preschool and early elementary school levels, a moral/constructivist 
community is organized to support the social, moral, and intellectual development of 
children (DeVries & Zan, 1994). The roots of a moral classroom stem from Piaget’s 
(1965) work with child morality, Kohlberg’s (1984, 1987) work with developmental 
stages of moral reasoning, and Selman’s (1980) work which extended Piaget’s theory of 
perspective-taking into levels of interpersonal understanding (DeVries & Zan, 1994). 
Rather than create a school community, such as is the case with the Just community, this 
type of community focuses on improving the community at a classroom level.  
 Moral classrooms promote child development by focusing on the students’ 
experience in school “including the child’s relationship with the teacher, with other 
children, with academics, and with rules” (DeVries & Zan, 1994, p. 7). The goal of this 
type of community is to provide children with guidance and experience with the 
interpersonal issues that are part of students’ lives and to meet students’ physiological, 
emotional, and intellectual needs in the classroom. This is done by (a) using a 
collaborative child-center approach wherein the teacher retains the power to make the 
final decisions, (b) organizing peer interaction, (c) creating child responsibility, (d) 
encouraging cooperation, and (e) using moral discussions (DeVries & Zan, 1994). 
Community of learners  
 Although the term community of learners has been used many different ways, 
Watson and Battistich (2006) characterized this classification of community as being 
based on sociocultural theory. The community of learners model of community 
subscribed to Tharp and Gallimore’s (1988) concept that “higher-order function develops 
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out of social interaction” (p. 7). Watkins (2005) suggested that a community of learners 
model uses questions and a high level of student engagement to elicit high-order thinking 
skills. One such construct of the community of learners model is the “open classroom” 
(OC). According to Rogoff et al. (2001), because this type of classroom does not adhere 
to the typical conception of an open classroom, the abbreviation OC is used to avoid the 
connection. In the community model, the OC supports (a) children and adults engaged in 
learning activities collaboratively, (b) a focus on the learning of children in addition to 
the formation of relationships, (c) learning activities planned by students and well as 
teachers, (d) instruction built on students’ interest, and (e) requests to parents to commit 
three hours of instructional time per week for each child who is enrolled in the school 
(Rogoff et al.).   
Democratic community 
  The democratic community draws on the work of John Dewey (1966), critical 
theorists, and advocates of a constructivist whole-language approach (Watson & 
Battistich, 2006). The concept of a democratic community includes the view that there is 
a direct connection between a child’s behavior and character and their ability to be a 
positive member of the democratic society outside of school. The primary goal of this 
type of community is to create and maintain a democratic society by implementing a 
curriculum that promotes “behavior, community, character, citizenship, and social 
justice” (Wolk, 2002, p. 7). The democratic community includes a reading and writing 
component that encourages students to think critically about the world around them 
(Watson & Battistich, 2006; Wolk). In a democratic community, one main goal for 
teachers is to create positive members of society by teaching their students to behavior 
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and to be good by encouraging them think and learn “about their behavior and how it 
affects others” (Wolk, p. 4).   
Caring communities  
 Although all of the constructs of community that have been discussed so far 
recognize that caring personal relationships are an integral component of creating a 
community. A caring community focuses on having students feel cared for in the 
classroom (Battistich, Watson, et al., 1999; Noddings, 1984, 2005; Watson & Ecken 
2003). Caring communities draw on the work of Noddings’s (1984) concept of care, 
attachment theory, and research on human motivation such as Deci and Ryan (1990), 
Solomon and Battistich (1993), and Watson and Battistich (2006). An example of a 
caring community model is the elementary school community program called the Child 
Development Project (CDP). The CDP supports a child-centered approach to classroom 
management, cooperative activities, prosocial values, and classroom problem solving 
discussions (Solomon, Watson, Delucci, et al., 1988). The CDP uses the aforementioned 
ideas to create caring teacher-student relationships, student-student relationships, as well 
attempt to provide sociomoral development to students.       
Consistency Management and Cooperative Discipline  
 Consistency Management and Cooperative Discipline (CMCD) is a district wide 
(pre-kindergarten through 12th grade) approach to community. CMCD was founded by 
Jerome Freiberg (1999) and influenced by the work of Carl Rogers (Rogers & Freiberg, 
1994). The CMCD advocates for creating active classrooms around the following themes: 
prevention, caring, cooperation, organization, and community. A CMCD classroom is 
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neither student nor teacher-centered, but is person-centered (i.e., shared leadership) 
(Freiberg, 1996). Freiberg posited, “the program combines instructional effectiveness 
through consistency of organization in the classroom with student self-discipline 
developed cooperatively with teachers” (p. 32). 
Responsive Classroom Community 
  The Responsive Classroom approach to teaching and learning “fosters safe, 
challenging, and joyful classrooms and schools, kindergarten through eighth grade. 
Developed by classroom teachers, it consists of practical strategies for bringing together 
social and academic learning throughout the school day” (Responsive Classroom, n.d.). 
The seven basic principles of the Responsive Classroom are delineated on their web site:  
 The social curriculum is as important as the academic curriculum. 
  
 How children learn is as important as what they learn: Process and content go 
hand in hand. 
  
 The greatest cognitive growth occurs through social interaction. 
  
 To be successful academically and socially, children need a set of social skills: 
cooperation, assertion, responsibility, empathy, and self-control. 
  
 Knowing the children we teach-individually, culturally, and developmentally-is as 
important as knowing the content we teach. 
  
 Knowing the families of the children we teach and working with them as partners 
is essential to children's education.  
 How the adults at school work together is as important as their individual 
competence: Lasting change begins with the adult community. (Guiding 
Principles, para 2-9) 
 These seven principles of Responsive Classroom are the foundation for the main 
teaching strategies and elements as described on the Responsive Classroom web site:   
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 Morning Meeting - gathering as a whole class each morning to greet one another, 
share news, and warm up for the day ahead 
 Rule Creation - helping students create classroom rules to ensure an environment 
that allows all class members to meet their learning goals 
 Interactive Modeling - teaching children to notice and internalize expected 
behaviors through a unique modeling technique 
 Positive Teacher Language - using words and tone as a tool to promote children's 
active learning, sense of community, and self-discipline 
 Logical Consequences - responding to misbehavior in a way that allows children 
to fix and learn from their mistakes while preserving their dignity  
 Guided Discovery - introducing classroom materials using a format that 
encourages independence, creativity, and responsibility  
 Academic Choice - increasing student learning by allowing students teacher-
structured choices in their work  
 Classroom Organization - setting up the physical room in ways that encourage 
students' independence, cooperation, and productivity  
 Working with Families - creating avenues for hearing parents' insights and 
helping them understand the school's teaching approaches  
 Collaborative Problem Solving - using conferencing, role playing, and other 
strategies to resolve problems with students (Classroom Practices, para 2-11) 
 Although the research on Responsive Classroom is not extensive, there have been 
a number of studies conducted that focus on the Responsive Classroom Approach. These 
studies deal with the positive influences the Responsive Classroom Approach has on the 
school.  These positive results can be summarized as follows: (a) the influence on 
children’s social skills and reducing behavior problems (Elliot, 1993 ,1995, 1999), such 
as the decrease of problem behaviors for students that are exposed to Responsive 
Classroom for one or more years (Elliot, 1995, 1999) and the frequency of students’ 
social skills improved in classrooms where Responsive Classroom was practiced (Elliott, 
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1993, 1995, 1999; Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, et al., 2006); (b) discipline, behavior 
management, and teaching practices that are consistent with Responsive Classroom 
training (Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004; Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, et al., 2006); (c) 
positive perceptions of teachers about teaching efficacy and attitudes toward teaching 
(Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004); and (d) Responsive Classroom’s focus on social 
skills, which results in academic success (Elliott, 1993, 1999).   
Community Model Themes 
 Despite the various types of activities, there are commonalities among the 
community building approaches. Watson and Battistich (2006), in their review of 
classroom community literature, claimed that the following are core characteristics of 
community approaches (a) a positive, developmental view of children, (b) view of 
students as imbedded in a social context, (c) view of community as relational, (d) view of 
curriculum as integrated and student-centered, (e) minimal or noncoercive disciplinary 
strategies, and (f) a common set of classroom activities. In addition, many of the 
community approaches were constructed so that students feel a sense of belonging to the 
school or that classroom.  
A positive, developmental view of children 
A common principle of the various classroom community approaches is that they 
promote a positive, developmental view of children. A central component of this 
principle is that children are internally motivated and that they respond favorably to kind 
and respectful treatment (Watson & Battistich, 2006). Watson and Battistich proposed 
that a positive, developmental view of children is shift in children’s motivation and 
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behavior away from behavioral psychology’s construct of children being motivated by 
self-interest. Rather, motivation is generated by a child’s need to belong and desire to 
have positive relationships with members of the class. Student behavior in the classroom 
is shifted away from attempting to motivate students to behave and transformed into 
determining the causes of misbehavior and providing support.    
Care (Noddings, 1984, 2002, 2005), trust (Raider-Roth, 2005; Watson & Ecken, 
2003; Wolk, 1998), and respect (DeVries & Zan, 1994) are the major constructs that were 
generated from this shift in motivation. Noddings (1984, 2002, 2005) suggested that all 
people want to be cared for, and teachers who create a classroom wherein student feel 
cared for are more likely to have students that are committed to the classroom. Watson 
and Ecken (2003) suggested that achieving trusting and supportive relationship with 
students “requires that we see each of them [children] in a positive light, learn enough 
about them and their lives to be able to understand their unique ways, and convince our 
students that we can be trusted to care for them no matter what-three huge tasks” (p. 53). 
Within a moral community model, DeVries and Zan (1994) suggested that respect 
“begins with the teacher’s attitude of respect for children, for their interests, feelings, 
values, and ideas” (p. 58).  
View of students as imbedded in a social context  
Within community models, students are seen as being connected to the social 
context of the school and classroom. In turn, there is a shift in the view of students’ 
behavior from the student being solely responsible for misbehavior to the notion that the 
context of the school and classroom becomes an important component of managing 
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behavior. Therefore, the entire school and individual teachers need to “take responsibility 
for creating classroom and school structures that will provide students with needed 
support” (Watson & Battistich, 2006, p. 260). Turkanis and Bartlett (2001) suggested that 
the goal of a community is to help children “develop responsibility to themselves and to 
the group” (p. 88). Noddings (2006) concluded that it is the school’s responsibility “to 
socialize students and to provide them with the intellectual tools to understand, accept, 
shrug off or reject parts of the socialization” (p. 106). Through this socialization, a 
student’s sense of personal investment to the classroom (McMillan & Chavis, 1986) and 
the feeling that the student is cared for (Noddings, 1984, 2002, 2005) become essential 
for students to develop a commitment to the classroom or school community.  
View of community as relational 
Relational communities are “places where they [students] felt emotionally 
connected to their teacher and to one another, and where they had a voice and a sense of 
well being” (Watson & Battistich, 2006, p. 254). Classroom and school community 
models share the common conception that caring relationships are an essential 
component of the classroom. The concept of caring relationships in community models 
has roots in attachment theory. Watson and Ecken (2003) stated that by using attachment 
theory in the classroom, “disciplining or socializing a child is less a process of making a 
child do what he or she would not otherwise do and more a process of helping a child do 
what he or she biologically needs and wants to do” (Watson & Ecken, p. 280, emphasis 
in original). In his work on social intelligence, Goldman (2006) suggested that human 
beings are “wired to connect” (p. 4). The connections or relationships that we form have 
the potential to shape us in a positive or negative way depending on the type of 
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interaction: “In effect, being chronically hurt and angered, or being emotionally 
nourished, by someone we spend time with daily over the course of years can refashion 
our brain” (Goldman, p. 11).  
 Community approaches view student-student and teacher-student relationships as 
a way to prevent future discipline problems. For example, Rogoff et al. (2001) implied 
that part of the importance of classroom relationships is to attempt to resolve potential 
conflicts in the classroom. Wolk (2002) proposed that “having good relationships with 
your students, knowing them, and having a healthy community in your classroom can 
help to dramatically decrease problems with student behavior, as well as help resolve 
problems peacefully when you do have them” (p. 52). As a part of this relational 
approach to community, community models provide students with some autonomy, 
freedom, and voice in the decision-making process (Watson & Battistich, 2006). 
Solomon and Battistich (1993) suggested that an important component of the CDP, a 
construct of a school community approach, is to provide students with the opportunity to 
participate in the community’s activities and decision-making.  
View of curriculum as integrated and student-centered  
 The community models that exist offer either a curriculum or suggestions for 
activities that support and implement the philosophy of the model. The aforementioned 
Just Community model, which is a school community model, seems to be one of the few 
approaches that does not advocate for implementation of a specific curriculum (Watson 
& Battistich, 2006). However, the Just Community model does suggest school activities 
that are designed to create such a community. The curriculum and/or suggestions offered 
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by many community models promote a conceptual shift away from a teacher-centered 
view of classroom control toward a student-centered approach that taps into student 
interest as a way to create motivation. Wolk (2002) proposed that schools should trust 
students enough to move away from complete teacher controlled classrooms and give 
students a voice in the classroom. Kim, Solomon, and Roberts (1995) suggested that 
within a classroom “the concepts of student autonomy, self-direction, active participation, 
and collaboration and that ‘students’ ideas and opinions are welcomed and seen as 
helpful” (p. 5).   
Minimal or noncoercive discipline strategies 
 Within the community models, the positive view of children results in the 
minimal use of coercion, rewards, and other classroom management techniques that 
relate to teacher power (Kohn, 1999; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken, 
2003). There is a general agreement with the DeVries and Zan (1994) concept of 
“discipline through cooperation … that is the teacher establishes an atmosphere in which 
children feel that the teacher cares for them, enjoys being with them, and respects them 
by taking their feelings, interests, and ideas into account” (p. 179). In most community 
models, there is a recognition that teachers do need to have some form of control in the 
classroom. However, the level of teacher control differs depending on the philosophy of 
the community model and age of the students. For example, the moral/constructivist 
community model, which deals with preschool and early elementary school children, 
suggests that teachers retain the power to make the final decisions, whereas in the Just 
Community model, which deals with high school students, students have a voice in all 
aspects of the decision-making process except with the curriculum.     
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Meeting the needs of students  
Sergiovanni (1994) argued that the “popular view of Maslow’s needs of hierarchy 
often makes belonging conditional rather than guaranteed” (p. 67). Kunc (1992) added 
that “it is not uncommon for educators to work from the premise that achievement and 
mastery rather than belonging are the primary if not the sole precursors for self-esteem” 
(para 19). Community models counter these notions and suggest that a sense of belonging 
and meeting the needs of students are essential components of community (Sergiovanni). 
DeVries and Zan (1994) conceptualized community as a way to meet the physiological, 
emotional, and intellectual needs of students and suggest that classroom communities 
should be designed with the students’ physical comfort in mind. Watson and Ecken 
(2003) posited that students want to belong and have a basic need to belong. McMillan 
and Chavis (1986) suggested that the definition and theory of community could be based 
on four components that all relate to a person benefiting from the community: (a) 
membership – feeling of belonging, (b) influence – feeling of being valued, (c) 
integration and fulfillment of needs – personal needs are met from membership, and (d) 
shared emotional connection.  
Common set of classroom activities  
Within school and classroom community approaches, there seem to be some 
agreement as to what classroom activities are considered best practice. One such activity 
involves students getting to know each other and the teacher and students getting to know 
each other at the beginning of the year (Schaps, 1998; Vincent, 2002; Watson & 
Battistich, 2006). Mazano, Marzano, and Pickering (2003) suggested that teachers have 
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informal conversations with students about each student’s interests. Charney (2002) 
posited that a teacher and his/her students learn about students’ interests and feelings. 
Wolk (2002) provided a list of activities for a teacher and students to learn about the 
students in the classroom. These activities included (a) having the students take picture of 
their home and family, posting them in the class, and sharing information about the 
picture; (b) creating a family day wherein family members come to school and share 
information about culture, food, etc.; (c) having the students write and share personal 
narratives; and (d) having students share information about what is happening in their 
lives during a class meeting.            
 A second activity allows students to have some form of voice in the process of 
making classroom rules and other classroom decisions (Schaps, 1998; Vincent, 2002; 
Watson & Battistich, 2006). DeVries and Zan (1994) suggested that “children are often 
better judges than adults of the rules that will be most effective in solving problems” (p. 
129). From their study investigating the Child Development Project, Solomon, Watson, 
Delucci, et al. (1988) posited that when students and teachers share decision making 
power, it improves students’ willingness to cooperate, students “exercise considerable 
autonomy and self-control” (p. 545), and students’ behavior is enhanced. A third type of 
activity involves students working collaboratively in pairs or groups (Schaps, 1998; 
Watson & Battistich). Weinstein and Mignano (1993) posited that when student feel a 
sense of empowerment, they tend to share responsibility for enforcing classroom norms. 
Kohn (1999) extended the concept of decision making and autonomy to include learning 
by suggesting that students learn best when they choose what questions to explore.      
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 A fourth type of activity includes class meetings to share, set goals, and problem 
solve (Schaps, 1998; Vincent, 2002; Watson & Battistich, 2006). Kohn (1996) suggested 
that classroom meetings are a place for sharing work and ideas, making decisions as a 
class, planning activities, and for reflecting about the classroom. Zemelman, Daniels, and 
Hyde (1998) mentioned that the use of classroom meetings for academic purposes are 
just as vital as their use for socioemotional development. Despite this notion, most of the 
community approaches seem to focus on classroom meetings as a way to create shared 
decision-making and shared responsibility. Wolk (2002) conceptualized class meetings 
into two types that relate to issues of goodness and character: (a) morning meetings for 
discussing events from the students’ lives and (b) class meetings for problem solving.   
 The final set of activities considered to be best practice in community models is 
having: (a) students read material that relate to the ideals of community and (b) teachers 
share literature and forms of media to reinforce school and classroom community 
principles (Vincent, 2002; Watson & Battistich, 2006). DeVries and Zan (1994) 
suggested that children’s literature is a good source for presenting social and moral 
dilemmas, which can be used to facilitate sociomoral discussions in the classroom. In 
addition to literature, Noddings (2002) mentioned that teachers can use movies and music 
as a tool to assist in educating students about becoming moral people. Solomon, Watson, 
Delucci, et al. (1988) suggested that in the CDP, the use of movies, literature, and 
television are used to provide children with examples of prosocial behavior.          
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Benefits of School and Classroom Community 
According to Watson and Battistich (2006), “the importance of classroom 
community has become so accepted that it would be difficult to find anyone to 
persuasively argue against its importance” (p. 253). Many educators, theorists, and 
researches have linked a positive classroom or school community with a productive and 
cooperative classroom and/or school (Charney, 2002; Dalton & Watson, 1997; DeVries 
& Zan, 1994; Elliot, 1993, 1995, 1999; Freiberg, 1999; Nieto, 2000; Osterman, 2000; 
Putnam & Burke, 1998; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004; Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, et al., 
2006; Rogoff et al., 2001; Sergiovanni, 1994; Solomon, Watson, Battistich, et al., 1996; 
Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken, 2003; Wolk, 1998, 2002). Research 
focused on school community and classroom community shows that community 
positively affects students throughout the different schooling levels: (a) preschool 
(DeVries & Zan, 1994), (b) elementary (Battistich, Solomon, Watson, et al., 1997), (c) 
middle school (Goodenow, 1993a), (d) high school (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988) and (e) 
college (Anderson & Carta-Falsa, 2002; Straits, 2007). Results of research on classroom 
community and school community models have shown improvement in student 
attendance (Freiberg) and retention (Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, & Fernandez, 1989).  
 A positive classroom community and/or school community contributes to 
promoting: (a) academic motivation and achievement as well as commitment to school 
(Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Goodenow, 1993a, 1993b; Solomon, Battistich, et al., 2000), (b) 
democratic attitudes and values (Battistich, Solomon, Kim, et al., 1995; Ehman, 1980; 
Higgins, 1980; Solomon, Watson, Battistich, et al., 1996), (c) democratic behavior 
(Solomon & Kendall, 1976), and (d) using democratic methods to solve problems 
34 
 
(Allman-Snyder et al., 1975). Furthermore, research suggests that a positive classroom 
and school community can result in improved: (a) moral reasoning (Higgins, 1980; 
Higgins, Power, & Kohlberg, 1984; Kohlberg, Lieberman, Power, Higgins, & Codding, 
1981; Solomon, Watson, Battistich, et al., 1996), and (b) prosocial behaviors such as 
cooperativeness, helpfulness, and concern for others (Battistich, Solomon, Watson, et al., 
1997; DeVries & Goncu, 1987). Research also suggests that having a positive classroom 
community and school community helps with issues of problem behaviors such as drug 
use and delinquency (Battistich & Hom, 1997; Hawkins, Catalano, Osterman, Abbott, & 
Hill, 1999), violence, risky sexual behavior, and thoughts of suicide (Blum, McNeely, & 
Rienhart, 2002; Resnick et al., 1997). Positive long term effects on academic attitudes, 
motivation, and performance have been found when school and classroom community 
approaches have been used early in a student’s academic career (Battistich, Schaps, & 
Wilson, 2004; Hawkins, Catalano, et al., 1999). 
Review of benefits of school and classroom community 
  In this review of the benefits of using community in schools and classrooms, only 
studies that deal with elementary or middle school will be used because the focus is upper 
elementary classrooms. The rational for using studies researching only elementary and 
middle school classrooms is that the structure of the school and classroom is very 
different in a high school setting. In most elementary school classrooms, teachers usually 
teach most, if not all, the core subjects to one group of students. In middle school, 
students are often organized into “grade teams” that rotate among a few teachers. 
However, in high schools, students often have a different teacher for each period of the 
day. One study from high school was included, because there seems to be a gap in 
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community research that shows benefits to students at the upper elementary and middle 
school levels in different subjects. Research dealing with the Child Development Project, 
which focuses on elementary and middle school classrooms and caring relationships, 
seems to dominate this review of research because these studies meet both criteria.  
The included studies provide a snapshot of research that has been conducted in 
the area of classroom community. These studies were selected to show that community 
(a) benefits relate to relationships (Battistich, Solomon, Kim, et al., 1995; Martin & 
Dowson, 2009; Ryan & Patrick, 2001); (b) can be used in different subjects such as math 
(Hawkins, Doueck, & Lishser, 1988) and social studies (Ehman, 1980), (c) results in a 
sense of membership (Solomon, Watson, Delucci, et al., 1988) and connectedness to 
school (Battistich, 2001; Solomon & Battistich, 1993), (d) improves student and teacher 
behavior (Battistich & Solomon, 1995; Kim et al., 1995), and (e) increases motivating 
factors (Goodenow, 1993a, 1993b; Goodenow & Grady, 1993). 
 Creating a classroom community tends to result in positive relationships between 
the teacher and students and between the students themselves. Ryan and Patrick (2001) 
surveyed 233 eighth grade students about their perception of motivation and engagement 
when students transitioned from seventh to eighth. The authors concluded that, as a result 
students of being encouraged to get to know their classmates, interact with them, help 
each other, listen to each other’s ideas, and the teacher not publicly discussing student 
performance, students engage in more adaptive patterns of learning (Ryan & Patrick).  
 A second study that focused on community relationships was conducted by 
Battistich, Solomon, Kim, et al. (1995) who examined 24 elementary schools in six 
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districts to determine the relationship between sense of community and poverty level by 
analyzing student attitudes, motives, beliefs, and behavior. These researchers 
administered four questionnaires to 4,515 students in three grades ranging from third 
through sixth grade and teacher questionnaires that gathered data about teaching 
practices, climate, beliefs, attitudes, and feelings of satisfaction. They determined that 
“students' motivation is enhanced in schools in which they feel cared for, supported, 
valued, and influential--schools that they experience as communities” (p. 652) and that 
individual students' sense of school community is positively related to their attitude, 
motivation, and behavior. Battistich, Solomon, Kim, et al. claimed that creating a caring 
community can potentially overcome some of the negative effects associated with low 
income students. 
  Creating a sense of community can influence students in different subjects. 
Hawkins, Doueck, et al. (1988) applied a packaged intervention that included proactive 
classroom management, interactive teaching, and cooperative learning methods with 
seventh grade low-achieving math student. The study included 513 experimental and 653 
control students from five schools. The results indicated that students with the 
intervention improved attitudes in math, had more of a sense of attachment to the school, 
and decreased suspension rates. Ehman (1980) investigated the classroom climate of 
social studies classrooms by administering questionnaires to 339 students in their 
sophomore through senior year from nine different schools. Classroom climate variables 
included exposure to controversial issues, inclusion of various viewpoints, and openness 
of student opinion expression. Four political attitudes toward school were measured: 
trust, integration, political confidence, and political interest. Ehman concluded that each 
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variable related to a “more open perceived classroom climate associated with more 
positive school attitudes of trust, integration, confidence, and interest” (p. 264). 
 Studies researching community show that having a sense of community results in 
a feeling of membership to the classroom and connectedness to school. Solomon, 
Watson, Delucci, et al. (1988) conducted a five year study that began in kindergarten and 
concluded in fourth grade with three suburban elementary schools. The study collected 
data, which included classroom observations, individual interviews, and small-group 
tasks from a control and experiment cohort of students. The results indicated that when 
the program was fully implemented students exhibited more autonomy and self-control 
and developed a shared sense of membership in the community. The results also 
indicated that students in the experimental group were observed to be more supportive, 
friendly, helpful, and displayed more prosocial behavior toward each other than the 
control group. 
 Battistich (2001) conducted a study focused on school connectedness, which 
followed the transition of 334 students from Child Development Project (CDP) schools 
and 191students in control schools (that matched the CDP schools in terms of 
demographics) into middle school. Data collection, which occurred over three years, 
included student records, group administered questionnaires, teacher questionnaires, and 
ratings of students behaviors. Findings indicated that the positive effect on students from 
CDP schools continued into middle school. These effects included a sense of school 
community, liking for school, and sense of efficacy. The researcher concluded that the 
CDP students had high educational aspirations, received high grades; had fewer issues 
with behavior than non-CDP students, and were more connected to the school (i.e., they 
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liked school more, put forth more effort, had greater trust and respect for teachers, were 
more involved in positive youth activities). 
 In a second study focused on school connectedness, Solomon and Battistich 
(1993) examined the sense of community felt by students and teachers in 24 elementary 
schools in six school districts. Data included (a) a questionnaire that asked students to 
assess the level of caring community that existed in their school and classrooms, (b) a 
teacher questionnaire to provide information about classroom practices, beliefs, attitudes, 
and level of satisfaction, and (c) classroom observations. Results indicated that students 
and teachers preferred to be in schools and classrooms where they felt a greater sense of 
community. Students who experienced caring and supportive relationships felt more 
connected to the school community and were more likely to accept the norms of the 
school. Students who indicated that a high level of caring community existed exercised 
greater autonomy, experienced more decision making, and collaborated more with peers. 
Finally, teachers suggested that they have a personal committed to teaching and have a 
desire to improve when they feel a sense of community. 
 Studies focusing on community result in changed student and teacher behavior. 
Battistich and Solomon (1995) studied a total of 20 schools from six districts with two 
program and two comparison elementary schools in each district. The goal of the study 
was to determine the effect that the CDP had on a school after only two years. Before an 
intervention was implemented in the program schools, a baseline was determined for both 
types of schools. Data collection included student and teacher questionnaires and four 
classroom observations of each school. Although Battistich and Solomon suggested that 
the findings were preliminary, they concluded that the “CDP had a significant positive 
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effect on teachers’ classroom practices and, mediated through positive effects on student 
classroom behavior and sense of school community, on each of the eight outcome 
variables” (e.g., academic engagement, warm and supportiveness, promotion of 
cooperation) (p. 64). In a similar study using part of the same data, Kim et al. (1995) 
observed 232 upper grade elementary classrooms and administer questionnaires to 5,143 
students (excluded data from teacher questionnaires). Kim et al. (1995) concluded that (a) 
there are links between teachers’ practices and student behaviors and (b) it is important 
for teachers to create an environment that encourages student participation, collaboration, 
and interpersonal support.   
 Goodenow (1993a, 1993b) and Goodenow and Grady (1993) constituted a series 
of studies that examined the relationship between students' sense of school, class 
membership, and aspects of student motivation. The aspects of student motivation that 
were used in the three studies included success, intrinsic value, and effort. Goodenow 
(1993b) used data from three studies that included 1366 students from a suburban middle 
school and two urban junior high schools. The findings from the study indicate that 
students’ sense of school membership related to school motivation (self-reported), grades, 
and teacher-rated effort. In another study, Goodenow (1993a) analyzed how the sense of 
belonging influenced student expectations using student questionnaires, grades, and 
teacher effect ratings with 353 sixth, seventh, and eight grade suburban white students. 
Goodenow’s analysis identified three factors of belonging: (a) positive relationships with 
classmates, (b) teacher support (the strongest correlation), and (c) general sense of 
belonging, which all correlated positively to student expectation. In the final study, 
Goodenow and Grady (1993) conducted similar research with 301 students in an urban 
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setting with a large minority population. This study showed that school belonging was 
still associated with motivational factors such as expectancy of success, valuing 
schoolwork, general school motivation, and self-reported effort. However, when the 
school belonging scores from the suburban schools were compared to this study, the 
results from the urban schools were considerably lower than those from the suburban 
schools.   
Classroom Communities 
 In addition to the aforementioned community models, the construct of community 
can be utilized within the classroom. Within the classroom, Watkins (2005) posited a 
continuum of three notions of community. On one end of the continuum, there is a focus 
on caring and prosocial relationships such as those proposed by Noddings (1984) 
(classroom communities). The second level of community or a community of learners is 
comprised by combining relationships with a focus on child-centered learning such as 
those promoted by Rogoff et al. (2001). The highest level, or a learning community, 
consists of a combination of the first two levels with a focus on shared learning 
(Watkins). Although positive classroom relationships improve motivation (Battistich & 
Hom, 1997; Pianta, 1999) and learning (Martin & Dowson, 2009; Pianta, 1999; Teven & 
McCroskey, 1997), the main focus of study is on the relational aspect of the community. 
Aspects of relationships are inherent in all three of levels of Watkins’ (2005) continuum, 
but only at the classroom community level is the primary focus on classroom 
relationships. The term classroom community, because of its emphasis on classroom 
relationships, relates to the terms relational communities, caring communities and sense 
of community (or sense of belonging). The concept of relationships are present in all 
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notions of community, thus some literature from these other conceptualizations of 
community were included when the focus was on the relationships in classrooms or when 
it related to supporting the concept of community. Yet, this literature reviewed classroom 
communities, relational communities, and caring communities.  
Classroom community definitions  
There are a number of definitions of a classroom community. According to Battistich, 
Solomon, Kim, et al. (1995), “students experience the school as community when their 
needs for belonging, autonomy, and competence are met within that setting” (p. 629). A 
classroom community, according to Kim et al. (1995), is composed of two major 
elements: (a) “members’ feeling that they and their classmates are concerned about one 
another and working toward common goals,” and (b) “members’ perceptions that they 
make significant and valued contributions to the class” (p. 5). These definitions of 
classroom community are vague and leave the concept of a classroom community open to 
interpretation. The definition that seems most complete comes from Bush (2006): 
A classroom community is a learning community situated in the classroom 
context, whose members share goals, such as finding meaning and engagement in 
the content, and have positive student-teacher and student-student relationships in 
which interactions serve as connection for members in the community. (p. 61)   
This definition situates the concept of a classroom as a community that includes positive 
relationships, learning, and shared goals. Bush’s (2006) definition rejects Watkins (2005) 
criticism that the classroom as community model, being that it focuses on relationships, 
does not necessarily focus on learning.   
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Recommendations for Community 
In school and classroom community literature, the prevailing notion is the concept 
of creating a sense of belonging for students (Solomon Watson, Battistich, et al., 1996). 
Despite the promise that school community and classroom community approaches have, 
these approaches typically are one-size-fits-all models that are packaged for school-wide 
or classroom implementation and considered effective for all students. Yet, these 
approaches typically neglect a student’s culture, language, and individual differences. 
School/classroom community literature typically focuses on children in general and does 
not account for aspects of student individuality in the development and implementation of 
community. Furthermore, classroom and school community models do not account for 
the disparity between students and teachers in term of their culture, gender, and language. 
Literature from the following areas holds promise for disrupting the conflicts that create a 
disconnect between teachers and students and can be incorporated into classroom 
communities: home culture (i.e., multicultural education, culturally relevant pedagogy, 
culturally responsive), language, gender, and classroom relationships. 
Home Culture 
 One such feature of a student’s individuality that is limited in school/classroom 
community literature is a student’s home culture. In this literature review, the phrase 
home culture refers to a student’s race, socioeconomic status, experiences, values, and 
traditions. Most school/classroom community approaches have very little or no emphasis 
on a student’s home culture. A number of theorists and researchers make cultural 
recommendations that can be applied to enhancing the school/classroom community. 
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Many of these recommendations have ties to Nieto’s (2000) notion of multicultural 
education.  
Nieto (2000) defined multicultural education as “finding and using culturally, 
multiculturally, and linguistically relevant materials to develop students’ cognitive skills.  
It also means using a variety of approaches in instruction… But, in the end, it is students’ 
relationships with their teachers that matters most” (p. 332). Schools and classrooms, 
according to Nieto, need to have mutual accommodation, which require the 
representatives from school (e.g., teachers, administrators) and representatives from 
home (e.g., students, parents) to come together and accommodate each other, rather than 
allowing schools to require parents and students to accommodate the school culture. For 
mutual accommodation to work, a school must be “accepting and building on students’ 
language and culture as legitimate expressions of intelligence and as the basis for 
learning,” while the home must accept “the culture of the school in areas such as 
expectations about attendance and homework and learning the necessary skills for work 
in school” (Nieto, 2000, p. 330).  
 To develop a multicultural setting and have a mutually accommodating 
classroom, Ladson-Billings (1995) encouraged the use of a culturally relevant pedagogy. 
Culturally relevant pedagogy calls for teachers to help their students to be “academically 
successful, culturally competent, and sociopolitically critical” (Ladson-Billings, p. 477-
478) by creating a “dynamic or synergistic relationship between home/community culture 
and school culture” (p. 467). Ladson-Billings suggested that culturally relevant teaching 
is not a set of activities, but a philosophy that permeates all aspects of teaching. Another 
recommendation for supporting a classroom community is to be culturally responsive.  
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A responsive classroom consists of culturally responsive classroom management 
(Weinstein et al., 2004) and culturally responsive discipline (Sheets & Gay, 1996). 
Culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM) creates a management system that 
focuses on the students’ and teacher’s cultural background. CRCM is comprised of five 
components: (a) recognition of one’s own ethnocentrism and biases, (b) knowledge of 
students’ cultural backgrounds, (c) understanding of the broader social, economic, and 
political context of our educational system, (d) ability and willingness to use culturally 
appropriate classroom management strategies, and (e) commitment to building caring 
classroom communities (Weinstein et al., p. 27). CRCM attempts to create a classroom 
management system that eliminates discipline problems. However, if there are discipline 
problems a teacher who respects home culture must structure the discipline approach with 
students’ home culture in mind. Sheets and Gay stated that the ultimate purpose of 
culturally responsive discipline “is for teachers to create caring and nurturing 
relationships with students, grounded in cooperation, collaboration, and reciprocity based 
on valuing a student’s family, culture, language, and race” (p. 92).  
 Another component of a multicultural and mutually accommodating classroom is 
the curriculum. A curriculum that aligns with creating a multicultural and mutually 
accommodating classroom validates a student’s home culture and language and includes 
teaching in a medium wherein students can operate in the school culture successfully 
(Delpit, 1992; Morrell, 2003). Such a focus can be seen in critical literacy, which 
promotes the use of reading and writing to encourage students to learn about their 
experience in terms of power relations (Anderson & Irvine, 1993). The absence of a 
curriculum that allows the home culture of the students to enter the classroom poses a 
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risk of “reinforcing societal divisions in children’s orientations to each other, to cultural 
art forms, and to school itself” (Dyson, 1997, p. 181). Yet, if teachers connect school to a 
student’s home culture, then they can create what Dyson (1993) referred to as, “in roads” 
and “crossroads” that lead to better teacher-student and student-student relationships, 
which in turn can create a stronger classroom community.  
Schlosser (1992) characterized these in roads as teachers learning about students’ 
home life and culture. However, many teachers do not use such strategies in the 
classroom because they are not aware of them and often adopt a color blind approach to 
their classrooms (Milner, 2006). Adopting a color blind approach, i.e., a teacher 
suggesting that he/she does not see the color of his/her students in the classroom, 
suggests that all students learn the same regardless of their individuality. In addition, a 
white teacher who suggests that he/she is “color blind” is essentially discounting the 
importance of a student’s cultural background and ignoring the potential of creating 
connections with a student based on that cultural background (Dyson, 1993). Such an 
approach is concerning considering the current achievement gap (Gay, 2000, 2006) 
between students of African-American and Hispanic students and white students in 
reading and mathematics (Education Trust, 2004, 2006, 2009) and the suspension referral 
rate for students of color versus white students (Gay, 2006; Gregory, 1997; Townsend, 
2000). As a result, students of color often perceive their teachers (often white teachers) as 
not being accepting of their individuality and their home culture (Katz, 1999; Nieto, 
2000; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Valenzuela, 1999). This could result because, as Grossman 
(1995) suggested, “classroom management techniques that are designed by European-
American middle-class teachers for European-American middle class students do not 
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meet the needs of many non-middle-class non-European American students” (p. xvii). In 
fact, Grossman found that white teachers often praise black students less and criticize 
them more than their white counterparts in the same classroom.     
Gender 
Another aspect of a student’s individuality that is missing in school/classroom 
community literature is the role of gender in the development and implementation of 
community. Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner, and Cain (1998) stated that “persons are now 
recognized to have perspectives on their cultural worlds that are likely to differ by gender 
and other markets of social position” (p. 31). Every aspect of a student’s individuality 
makes him/her different, including his/her gender. Gender differences can be factors in 
students’ feelings of connectedness to the classroom community and how a student 
learners (Barton, Tan, & Rivet, 2008; Head & Ramsden, 1990; Kenway & Willis, 1998; 
Zittleman, 2006). According to Kenway and Willis (1998), gender is unconsciously 
embedded within our educational system and within teaching practices so much so that 
we do not recognize it. After all, “gender is a demographic that binds all our schools and 
challenges all educators” (Zittleman, p. 34). Despite this view, in their study of gender 
equity and preservice teacher education, Campbell and Sanders (1997) found that two-
thirds of education professors spend less than two hours teaching about gender equity and 
little of that time focused on eliminating gender bias. 
 In addition, using certain teaching practices can positively impact students from 
different genders. Head and Ramsden (1990) found that when they altered the 
organization and context of physics lessons, but not the curriculum more girls become 
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interested in the subject. Barton et al. (2008) suggested that teachers can focus on 
structural and pedagogical strategies to create hybrid spaces for minority girls to be 
successful in science classes. Since changing teaching practices can have consequences 
on the interest of a subject for a gender (Head & Ramsden), it is problematic that 
teachers, depending on their gender, have different perspectives about the characteristic 
of boys and girls (Parker-Price & Claxton, 1996). Thus, as is the case with being 
culturally relevant, some researchers have suggested that teachers also need to 
incorporate teaching and management strategies that account for the differences between 
the genders (Barton et al.; Head, 1996; Head & Ramsden; Parker-Price & Claxton, 1996; 
Pollack & Cushman, 2001). In fact, Sleeter and Grant (2007) stated: “as a result of 
differential socialization, the sexes bring to school different skills, interests, and 
confidence levels for mathematics, science, and computer science learning which, when 
taken into account, need not lead to gender differences in learning” (p. 54). 
Although the idea behind a classroom community is to include all students, not 
focusing on gender differences can have negative consequences. In a classroom setting, 
for boys “who learn best through action, movement, games, or hands-on and sometimes 
messy and noisy experimentation, the conventions of many classrooms can feel like a 
prison” (Pollack & Cushman, 2001, p. 209). Classrooms that do not allow time for girls 
to have close, intimate friendships can feel confining (Head, 1996). Thus, a teacher who 
does not create a gender responsive classroom community can potentially create a 
frustrating environment for boys and girls. One possible result of the gender disparity and 
the lack of teaching and management strategies in classrooms is the high rate of male 
student suspensions versus female suspensions (NCES, n.d.c). Males, regardless of race, 
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are suspended more frequently and for more infractions than females (Skiba, 2000; Skiba, 
Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2000; Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Skiba et al., 2003). Gregory 
(1997) suggested that in terms of being disciplined at school, black males experience the 
most, followed by white males, black females, and white females.  
Language 
 Although language is understood to be deeply rooted in culture (Nieto, 2000; 
Trueba, 1993), by separating the two, the point is being made that classroom and school 
community models do not typically account for students’ languages. Nieto suggested that 
students’ languages are often not addressed in multicultural education. This is despite the 
ideas that language “is a primary means by which people express their cultural values and 
the lens through which they view the world” (Nieto, p. 189). Gollnick and Chinn (2009) 
stated that “our responsibility as educators is to recognize the linguistic diversity of our 
nation’s students, and to recognize the value of the family’s unique cultural and linguistic 
background” (p. 229). This responsibility is greater when we consider that limited 
English proficient students are represented in about half of public school in the United 
States (Zehler, Hopstock, & Fleischman, 2003). When individuality is not accounted for 
in the classroom, students who identify English as their second language can face 
“negative societal attitudes” toward their language and culture (Moll, Saez, & Dworin, 
2001, p. 445) and a feeling of alienation (Fecho & Green, 2002). 
 Accommodating students in the classroom includes validating the languages that 
students speak (August & Hakuta, 1997; Delpit, 1992; Faltis, 2006; Morrell, 2003; Nieto, 
2000; Sheets & Gay, 1996). By validating student languages, classroom teachers 
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diminish the possibility of alienating students who speak other languages (Delpit, 1992; 
Dyson, 1997; Garcia, 2002; Schmidt & Ma, 2006). In their view of culturally responsive 
discipline, Sheets and Gay (1996) suggested that valuing student languages is important. 
Valuing student languages becomes more important when one considers that students 
who have limited language proficiency have a dropout rate that is four times as high and 
higher repetition rates than their fluent counterparts (U. S. General Accounting Office, 
2009). Redman (2007) suggested that teachers should understand the importance of 
language in a person’s culture and its impact on their academic success. An example of 
the impact that being limited English proficient can be seen in Zehler et al.’s (2003) 
survey of school districts. In their survey, they suggest that 76% of limited English 
proficient students in third grade score below grade in reading and mathematics (Zehler 
et al.).  
Classroom Relationships 
The notion of organizing classrooms around caring teacher-student relationships 
is becoming widely promoted in pre-K though secondary classrooms (Hamre & Pianta, 
2001; Noddings, 1984, 2005; Pianta, 1999, 2006; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & 
Ecken, 2003). Incorporating teacher-students relationships into pre-k through secondary 
classrooms have been shown to positivity impact motivation and learning (Bryk & 
Driscoll, 1988; Goodenow, 1993a, 1993b; Solomon, Battistich, Watson, et al., 2000). 
Recently, Straits (2007) suggested that creating caring professor-student relationships 
result in increased motivation and learning in postsecondary classrooms. Pianta (2006) 
claimed that viewing classroom management and classroom community in terms of 
relationships is important because such designs lead to “mutually satisfying, supportive, 
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and productive relationships” (p. 704). Rogoff et al. (2001) stated that their view of 
classroom community involves relationships that “are not just focused on getting tasks 
done but also involve relating to each other as people and attempting to resolve inevitable 
conflicts in ways that maintain the relationships” (p. 10). 
Christenson and Havsy (2004) posited that teachers “understanding the link 
between belonging and academic performance is critical” (p. 61). Deci (1992) suggested 
that interpersonal relationships which provide a sense of belonging can impact student 
interest. This suggestion is supported by the study conducted by Goodenow (1993b), 
which found that tardies and attendance are negatively correlated with students’ sense of 
belonging to the school. Using classroom relationships is also seen as a component of 
effective teaching of impoverished children (Haberman, 1995); creating caring classroom 
relationships is important for the academic success of African-American students (Love 
& Kruger, 2005; Thompson, 2004); and engagement in learning is “fostered by 
relationships with teachers” (Christenson & Havsy, p.71). 
The literature on classroom teacher-student relationships seems to promote the 
following themes about the construct of the relationships: (a) teachers should learn about 
students, (b) students should learn about each other, and (c) students should learn about 
their teacher. Although most classroom relationship literature supports such relationship 
formations, there are conflicting views about what these relationships should involve. 
Many different authors and researchers suggest that it is important for a teacher to learn 
about his or her students to create a relationship with them (Battistich, 2001; Battistich, 
Watson, Solomon, et al., 1999; Charney, 2002; Delpit, 1995; Denton & Kriete, 2000; 
DeVries & Zan, 1994; DePorter, Readon, & Singer-Nourie 1999; Marzano, Marzano, et 
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al., 2003; Nieto, 2000; Pianta, 2006; Rogoff et al., 2001; Solomon, Watson, Delucci, et 
al., 1988; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken, 2003; Weinstein & Mignano, 
1993; Wolk, 2002). Teachers taking time to learn about students (as suggested by 
students) is a quality of being a good teacher (Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006). 
Equally supported in literature is the concept that students should learn about each 
other to create classroom relationships. For example, Charney (2002) supported the idea 
of students learning about teachers: “It builds community, creates a positive climate for 
learning, reinforces academic and social skills, and gives children daily practice in 
respectful communication” (p. 45). However, there is less support for the notion that 
students should learn about their teacher to create classroom relationship (Battistich, 
2001; Battistich, Watson, Solomon, et al., 1999; Burden, 2006; Charney, 2002; Delpit, 
1995; Denton & Kriete, 2000; Marzano, Marzano, et al., 2003; Solomon, Watson, 
Delucci, et al., 1988; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken, 2003). Of those who 
supported the notion of the students learning about their teacher, most simply suggested 
that the teacher share information about himself or herself on the first day of school.  
In addition, much of classroom relationship literature suggests only surface level 
information is need to create relationships in the classroom. For example, teachers should 
learn information such as what students like to do and like to eat, and students should 
learn the same information about each other (Denton & Kriete, 2000; Evertson & Emmer, 
2009; Marzano, Marzano, et al., 2003). There is very little support for relationships that 
are as in depth as those of a caregiver who applies the efforts suggested by attachment 
theory. Watson and Ecken (2003) were some of the few who supported this concept: 
“From the perspective of attachment theory, building trusting supportive, collaborative 
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relationships with children should be at the heart of our approach to discipline and 
teaching” (p. 280). Multicultural education literature does suggest that teachers include 
activities to incorporate the students’ world outside of the classroom (Delpit, 1992; 
Dyson, 1993, 1997; Gay, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Morrell, 2003; Nieto, 2000; 
Sheets & Gay, 1996; Walker & Hoover-Dempsey, 2006; Weinstein et al., 2004), which 
could be considered to be creating deeper levels of relationships. Yet, even in the 
multicultural education literature, there is little support for students learning about 
teachers. Another issue mentioned in the relationship literature suggests that teachers may 
or may not have the capacity or desire to create such relationships because of their own 
attachment experiences (Ainsworth, 1989; Bretherton, 1992; Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 
1991; Watson & Ecken, 2003). Teachers who have identified as having secure attachment 
histories with their parents seem to be more likely to create relationships with students 
(Horppu & Ikonen-Varila, 2004; Kesner, 2000). It is also unclear whether all teachers are 
willing to share information or feel comfortable making classroom relationships the 
center of their teaching philosophy (Watson & Battistich, 2006). 
Relationship-Driven Classroom Community 
Vitto (2003) coined the term relationship-driven, creating the idea for 
relationship-driven classroom management because (a) “the importance of positive 
teacher-student relationships is not new to educators; however, discipline and 
management styles that weaken these relationships abound” and (b) “an overreliance on 
common discipline strategies such as reactive strategies, punishment, harsh comments, 
nagging, yelling, and power struggles, to name just a few, can hurt teacher-student 
relationships” (p. x). Relationship-driven classroom management was considered by 
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Vitto to be different from other approaches to relationships. His conception of 
relationships is different because other approaches focus on building the relationship 
prior to behavior interventions; however, relationship-driven classroom management 
considers the relationship to be the most powerful intervention and suggests management 
strategies that will not negatively impact the teacher-student relationship (Vitto).  
In the study that accompanies this literature review, the term relationship-driven 
is used in a slightly different context (i.e., classroom community) than that described by 
Vitto (2003). However, the term is used because Vitto’s construct suggests that 
relationships should be the central component for the classroom. Thus, one method to 
account for such issues is to combine the lessons learned from literature on creating 
positive classroom communities, being culturally responsive, focusing on gender and 
language, and forming relationships in the classroom. Although much research has been 
conducted on each of these aforementioned areas, little research has been conducted that 
combines these concepts to create a relationship-driven classroom community (i.e., 
creating a classroom community wherein classroom relationships make students feel 
known and respected for who they are).  
Summary of Literature Review 
 This review of literature examined the theoretical frame that situated classroom 
community and relationships in attachment theory; a brief history of classroom 
community; a definition of community; the constructs of community in education; 
common themes in community models; a common set of classroom activities; the 
benefits of using school and classroom community; recommendation for community; and 
a new conceptualization of community — the relationship driven-classroom community. 
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From this review of literature the following can be deduced. First, research suggests that 
creating community in schools and classrooms has positive effects for both students and 
teachers in a variety of areas. Second, improvements to community models are needed 
because these approaches typically do not account for home cultures, languages, or 
gender of students. Third, literature focusing on classroom community, culturally 
responsive, language, gender, and relationships all attempt to create a classroom wherein 
students’ cultural backgrounds, language, and gender are valued and where students feel 
a sense of belonging to the classroom. Thus, the ideas from each of these areas can easily 
be combined with the concepts of classroom communities and classroom relationships.  
Fourth, by using attachment theory to combine and reframe creating classroom 
communities and being responsive to the individuality of student, two major theoretical 
shifts occur: (a) an emphasis is placed on classroom relationships that are formed using 
the principles of classroom community models and are responsive to students’ culture, 
language, and gender; and (b) a classroom community that diverts from the current notion 
of creating a sense of belonging to the concept of making students feel known and 
respected. Such a vision of a “relationship-driven classroom community” includes 
creating activities wherein the teacher and students learn more than surface level 
information about each other in an attempt to enhance the student/teacher relationship; 
using what the teacher learns about students as the foundation for classroom activities 
and for creating a sense of classroom community; and, finally, creating enhanced 
student/student relationships by having classmates learn about each other – all of which 
attempt to make students feel known and respected for all aspects of who they are. Since 
“identities are a key means through which people care about and care for what is going 
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on around them” (Holland et al., 1998, p. 5), learning about and including a student’s 
individuality ameliorates the relationships that teachers foster with their students and the 
student-to-student relationships in the classroom.  
Fifth, there has been little research investigating teachers’ use of a relationship-
driven classroom community to strengthen classroom community models and 
relationships in the classroom. In fact, many current reviews of literature suggest that this 
type of research is needed. There is a call for research that investigates: (a) classroom 
management approaches for individual classrooms with students from a variety of 
cultural backgrounds (Milner, 2006), (b) improving relationships between children and 
teachers (Pianta, 2006), (c) how management occurs in real classrooms (Carter & Doyle, 
2006), and (d) “how teachers establish and maintain positive, caring relationships with 
students, foster autonomy and self-regulation, and build community” (Woolfolk Hoy & 
Weinstein, 2006, p. 211). Sixth, making students feel known and respected for who they 
are has the potential to accommodate for the conflicts that create a disconnect between 
teachers and students, increase student motivation, and enhance learning. Finally, while 
many suggest that classroom relationships are important, few suggest that classroom 
relationships should include more than teachers and students knowing a few facts about 
each other. Therefore, the results of the literature review confirm the conclusion that the 
research study that accompanies this review is needed. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
 A qualitative research methodology was used for this study because the 
investigation of a relationship-driven classroom community is an aspect of the social 
world in a school setting (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). A grounded theory case study 
approach was used in this qualitative study, as grounded theory, which was proposed by 
Glaser and Strauss in 1967, focuses on generating theories for areas of study about which 
little is known (Glaser, 2002).  For this study, grounded theory was essential, because a 
review of the literature revealed little information about teachers using a relationship-
driven classroom community to make students feel known and respected for who they 
are. Grounded theory provided an opportunity to generate a much-needed theoretical 
model that conceptualizes how a teacher creates and maintains teacher-student 
relationships in a relationship-driven community. Further, this method can provide an 
understanding of the teacher and students’ views of the teacher-student relationships 
created in such a community. By combining grounded theory and case study, the 
researcher was able to generate a new theory while at the same time seeking a greater 
understanding of a phenomenon by using an intensive examination of an instance to gain 
rich description of the case, i.e., the classroom and the teacher (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). 
An overview of the research design of this qualitative study which used a grounded 
theory case study approach is represented in Figure 1.  
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5. How does a teacher create and maintain teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
6. What are the teacher’s perceptions of the teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
7. How do students respond to the teacher-student relationship in a relationship-
driven classroom community? 
8. What are the students’ perceptions of the teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
 
 
 
• Classroom Teacher (n=1) 
• 4th grade students (n=18) 
 
 
• Teacher Questionnaire 
• Student Questionnaire   
• Samples of student work  
• Document collection 
• Two Formal Interviews w/student (n=10) 
• Two Formal Interviews w/teacher (n=1)  
• Descriptive Field Notes from observations  
 
 
• Open coding used with each data source to create the categories and patterns and 
in vivo codes.  
• Constant comparative approach to discover evidence for the categories and 
patterns. 
• Summary pages for each data source explained the patterns and themes. 
• Axial coding applied to each data source to make connections between the 
categories and patterns.  
• Summary pages for each data sources were combined by the type of data source.  
• Selective coding used to connect the categories into a story. 
• Basic matrix for the data formed.  
Figure 1. Overview of the Study Design 
Research Questions 
Settings and Participants 
Methods 
Data Analysis 
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Setting 
The setting for this study was a 4th grade elementary classroom located in Texas. 
The school, Cassel Elementary–a pseudonym, is a pre K-4 suburban elementary school 
located in a large school district. The district has 75% of its student population receiving 
free and reduced lunch and over 80% of the district is comprised of minority students. 
Cassel Elementary School’s 660 plus student population is diverse; over 80% of the 
student population is made up of minorities. The largest ethnic group represented at 
Cassel Elementary is Hispanic students (51%), followed by African American students 
(22%), White students (18%), Asian/Pacific Islander students (8%) and Native America 
students (less than one percent). Cassel Elementary School shares the districts challenges: 
(a) economically disadvantaged students (68%), (b) at risk students (34%), (c) “limited 
English proficient” students (20%), (d) a large percentage of minority students 
(approximately 82%), and a teaching population that is not representative of the students 
in terms of ethnic group (approximately 85% White) or gender (91% female). Cassel 
Elementary has a higher percentage of white teachers (85% to 67%), female teachers 
(91% to 77%), economically disadvantaged students (68% to 57%), “limited English 
proficient” students (20% to 17%) and a larger percentage of minority students (82% to 
66%) than the average school in Texas. Despite all of this, Cassel Elementary School’s 
test results have earned them the rating of “recognized” (the second highest rating for 
schools) or “exemplary”  (the highest rating for schools) six out of the past eight years, 
including being recognized in 2007 and 2008, and reaching the highest level of 
recognition in 2009 (exemplary).  
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Entry to Site and IRB 
The researcher gained access into the elementary classroom by obtaining 
permission from the principal of the school and the classroom teacher. After school and 
classroom access was granted, the next step was to follow the district procedures for 
gaining access. Simultaneously, I obtained permission to proceed from the University of 
Houston Clear Lake and University of Massachusetts-Amherst Intuitional Review Boards 
(IRB). Finally, the teacher and all the student participants from the class received an 
informed consent form to be part of the study (see Appendixes A, B, and C for informed 
consent forms).  
Participants 
 The primary participants of the study included: one elementary school classroom 
teacher and her students. In order select the school and teacher nine steps were followed.  
First, criteria were established for selecting both the teacher and school. The criteria for 
the school included the following: an elementary school with upper elementary 
classrooms and a diverse student population. The criteria for the teacher included a 
veteran teacher in the fourth, fifth, or sixth grade and someone who focused on creating a 
relationship-driven community. Second, after a list of schools was generated, a list of 
teachers was generated from recommendations by professors who had associations with 
teachers in schools. By asking for recommendations from professors who select teachers 
to be mentors for pre-practicum and practicum experiences, a list of the top teachers was 
created. Third, one teacher was selected who seemed to match the criteria and using the 
teacher was discussed further with the professor who recommended her. Fourth, I had 
initial contact with the teacher to determine her interest and to determine whether she met 
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my criteria. The first teacher was in a unique setting which included a two-way 
immersion program. However, difficulties with access to the school resulted in the need 
to find another teacher. A second teacher, who also matched the criteria, was contacted in 
a different district. Fifth, I conducted an oral questionnaire to learn about the teacher’s 
classroom practices to determine if her teaching style was representative of a 
relationship-driven classroom community. Seventh, I observed the teacher in the 
classroom setting. Eighth, I interviewed the teacher to confirm that she met the criteria. 
Finally, after the teacher passed through all the steps in the selection process, the teacher 
and her students were selected as the participants for this study.   
 The teacher who was selected for this study, Angela (pseudonym), was a female 
who had taught kindergarten, first, fourth, and fifth grades in three different districts 
during her 26 year teaching career. Angela spent eight years as a peer facilitator in the 
district. Her role as a peer facilitator included observing and offering advice to teachers. 
Angela has been teaching at Cassel Elementary School for the past three years. About 
one month into the school year, the principal decided to split a large fourth grade class 
into two groups. Angela volunteered to move from kindergarten to fourth grade to take 
over the new class because she felt that, being an experienced teacher, she could make 
the transition easier for the students than some of the novice teachers. In addition, if no 
one volunteered, the person who had the least seniority would move. Angela’s fourth 
grade teaching assignment included teaching reading, writing, and social studies to her 
homeroom students and social studies to another group of students. Angela’s role in this 
study included allowing me to observe her classroom, interview her and her students, 
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conduct a student and teacher questionnaire, collect artifacts from the classroom, and 
meet with me on an individual basis to discuss classroom observations.   
 Although Angela had two groups of students flow through her classroom, only 
her homeroom students, those that she had for most of the day, were used as participants. 
Angela had 18 students who made up her “group” (the groups she had for most of the 
day), as Angela referred to them. Two of the students decline to be interviewed, but 
participated in the anonymous survey. Of the 18 students who participated in the study, 
two were White, five were African American, seven were Hispanic, one was Asian, one 
was Middle Eastern, and two were bi-racial (African American and Hispanic). The 18 
students consisted of 8 boys and 10 girls, 11 of whom spoke a second language at home. 
None of the students received special supports or were classified as English Language 
Learners. The students’ role in this study included agreeing to be observed, completing a 
questionnaire, answering general questions about the classroom, and having some of their 
school-related documents copied and collected. The student focus group had additional 
responsibilities that included being interviewed on two different occasions.  
Researcher Profile 
 In qualitative research, the researcher should have a close relationship to the 
phenomena that is being studied (Creswell, 1998). Therefore, it is important for the 
reader to understand the researcher’s biography so that any biases can be weeded out. 
First, I was a sixth grade teacher for six years. In that time, I attempted to create caring 
relationships with my students and tried to help students feel that they belonged in the 
classroom. Although this was my goal, I never fully refined my teaching style and, 
consequently, experienced many trials and tribulations. However, I did recognize the 
62 
 
benefits of showing students that I cared about them. Second, I entered a doctoral 
program with the intention of finding ways to improve teacher education. I really did not 
know what that would mean, but I knew that I wanted to find ways to assist neophyte 
teachers so that they would not have the same struggles that I did in my first few years of 
teaching. Third, as I searched for ways to assist neophyte teachers, I came across the idea 
of creating a sense of classroom community as a way to improve the classroom for 
teachers and students. The more I read literature and research about creating a sense of 
community in the classroom, the more I began to see the benefits for teachers and 
students.  
Fourth, I noticed that much of the literature that focused on creating communities 
in classrooms was void of culture, language, and gender. Thus, I theorized that 
communities could be improved by accounting for such aspects of someone’s 
individuality and, consequently, make students feel known and respected in the 
classroom. Fifth, I struggled with determining how to create such a community; and, after 
much reading, I determined that it was ultimately up to the teachers to establish teacher-
student relationships that allowed students to feel known and respected by accepting and 
accounting for students’ culture, language, gender, and individual differences. Sixth, I 
conducted a grounded theory study which provided details about how a teacher used such 
a relationship in her classroom. Finally, all of the aforementioned lead me to conduct this 
study. 
In addition, it is important to understand my role as the researcher in the 
classroom. I was a participant observer who often spent the entire day in the classroom. 
Over the course of six weeks, I spent approximately 90 hours in the classroom. The 
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reason for the prolonged engagement with the setting was to gain the trust of the 
participants and to better understand the case. Most of the time, I simply sat in the back 
of the room taking notes; however, being a former teacher, on one occasion I was asked 
to help students with their schoolwork. During the grade-wide field trip, I was also asked 
to chaperon a group of boys from this classroom.  
Data Collection 
 Multiple data collection methods were used in this study. These data sources 
included: (a) teacher and student questionnaires, (b) formal and informal interviews of 
the teacher and the focus group of ten students, (c) classroom observations with 
descriptive field notes, (d) samples of students’ work, and (e) document collection. Data 
collection was conducted two to three times a week for six weeks during which data 
analysis was ongoing.   
Questionnaire 
 Student participants responded to a brief questionnaire within the first three 
weeks of the study. Considering that this was a grounded theory study and that there is 
limited research on creating relationship-driven classroom communities, there were no 
surveys or questionnaires created to investigate such a topic. Using a previously 
developed questionnaire or survey designed to research classroom communities or 
relationships would yield data for a classroom community and not a relationship-driven 
classroom community. Thus, a search was conducted to determine what classroom/school 
community and learning environment tools were available and which questions from 
those tools would be applicable for this study. Four relevant tools were identified and the 
questions were analyzed to determine which questions would relate to the topic.  
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After the questions were generated, three of my colleagues looked over the 
questions and the structure and changes were made to the questionnaire. In addition, a 
teacher, who instructs ELL students of a age comparable to students from the research 
study, volunteered her class to pilot the questionnaire. ELL students were selected to pilot 
the study so that issues with word choice and clarity of the questions would be evident. In 
addition, the questionnaire was tested with this classroom of students to discover the type 
of data that each question would yield. Finally, the ELL teacher and I met to discuss the 
questionnaire and the issues that her students had with the questionnaire. As a result of 
the attempt to pilot the survey and my efforts with the questionnaire on classroom 
community from a previous pilot study, it was determined that the questionnaire was too 
long for students because some students did not respond to all the questions and the 
quality of answers tended to dwindle toward the end of the questionnaire. Therefore, the 
questionnaire was shorted to 22 questions. 
After all this process was complete, the final survey was produced (See Appendix 
D for student survey). Each question required the students to (a) rate an aspect of the 
teacher-student relationship and the classroom community on a five point Likert Scale 
and (b) explain their answer in a space that was provided. The questions from 
questionnaire can be grouped into five themes: (a) the students’ view of the teacher, (b) 
the students’ view of the teacher-student relationship, (c) the students’ view of the 
teacher’s attempt to create and maintain a teacher-student relationship classroom 
community, (d) the students’ view the teacher’s practices, and (e) the students’ view of 
how being in such a classroom affects them. The students’ responses to the questionnaire 
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were used to generate interview questions for both the teacher and the focus group of 
students. 
The student questionnaire was developed by using questions from a previous pilot 
study as well as by combining and adapting the four research tools: (a) What is 
Happening In this Classroom? Learning Environment Questionnaire (WIHIC), (b) 2008 
Attitudes to School Survey, (c) the 2008 Learning Environment Survey produced by the 
New York City Department of Education, and (d) Sense of Community Index (SCCI). 
Only questions that related to creating a relationship-driven classroom community were 
used from each source.  
Questions 1 and 2 on the questionnaire used for this study were adapted from 
Questions 2 and 13 from the SCCI. Question 2 on the SCCI was changed from a focus on 
the “others” in the class to the “teacher” being concerned about the students’ well-being. 
Question 13 from the SCCI was changed from “I do not feel connected to my teacher” to 
“I feel connected to the teacher.” The SCCI, which was created for adults, switches back 
and forth between questions that start with phrases such as “I do not” to “I do.” Since this 
study took place in a fourth grade classroom, the students could be easily tricked by such 
questions, thus “I do not” types of questions were not used on the questionnaire.  
The WIHIC produced the foundation for Questions 4, 10, and 11. These questions 
were either paraphrases or direct quotes from Questions 9, 11, and 20 from the WIHIC. 
The Attitudes to School Survey assisted in generating questions 14 through 16 (the 
Attitudes to School Survey does not have question numbers). Each question from the 
Attitudes to School Survey was revised so that the focus was changed to the teacher and 
the classroom rather than multiple teachers and the school. The Learning Environment 
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Survey, which was designed to learn about the environment of a school, yielded 
Questions 9, 13, 18, 6, 8 and 19 on the student survey. These questions were from these 
respective numbers on the Learning Environment Survey:  4A, 4B,  5A and B (combined 
to form one question), and  6 (broken into three questions). For each of these questions, 
the wording was changed to reflect a classroom setting rather than an entire school. Since 
all three aforementioned questions were generated from questions with multiple 
components, the wording was changed for each. Question 18 was generated from 
combining both A and B of Question 5, while Questions 6, 8, and 19 were formed by 
using the essence of six and a question from the Attitudes to School Survey. Questions  3, 
12, 21 and 22 were generated from a pilot study relating to classroom community that 
focused on topics not found in  the other surveys. Questions 5, 7, 10, 17, and 20 were 
new questions that were generated to specifically address aspects of a relationship-driven 
classroom community not addressed by the other questionnaires. Finally, the last 
question, 21, was an open-ended question, which asked students if there was anything 
else they wanted to share about their relationship with the teacher. The open-ended 
question was adapted from an open-ended question that was used on the pilot study 
questionnaire.   
 The teacher was asked to orally answer a questionnaire (see Appendix E for 
teacher oral questionnaire). The teacher’s questionnaire was similar to the students in that 
each question required that the teacher rate her beliefs using a five point Likert Scale and 
explain her answers. However, the nature of the three questions was different from that of 
the students. The teacher’s questionnaire was a preliminary way to determine if the 
teacher created a relationship-driven classroom community. As a result of a pilot study 
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and feedback from my colleagues, the teacher questionnaire was added in an attempt to 
eliminate teachers who did not fit the criteria before the teacher interview and so that I 
could determine more about the teacher’s classroom practices to ensure that her teaching 
style was representative of a relationship-driven classroom community. This 
questionnaire asked three questions that would indirectly ascertain information about the 
teacher’s practices without giving away the purpose of the study. The teacher 
questionnaire and the study were conducted under the guise of investigating classroom 
management in a diverse classroom. The topic on the questionnaire included the teacher’s 
(a) enjoyment of teaching diverse students, (b) views as to the importance of creating 
positive relationships with students, and (c) learning about the teacher’s classroom 
management methodology.  
Interviews 
The interviews were recorded and labeled with the students and/or teacher’s 
pseudonyms. Audiotapes were transcribed and inductively analyzed to identify salient 
categories from the interviews (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). Two formal interviews with the 
teacher (each approximately one hour) and two formal interviews (approximately 10-15 
minutes) with selected students (a cross section of 10 students) were conducted. The first 
teacher interview focused on the teacher’s view of the relationship-driven classroom 
community that she organized, her methods for creating a sense of classroom community, 
how she organized such a community, and how she created and maintained teacher-
student relationships (see Appendix F for teacher interview one protocol). Although a 
preliminary list of questions were generated, questions were added and discarded based 
on categories that emerged from the preliminary data analysis from the teacher and 
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student questionnaires, observations, interviews and document collection. The first 
teacher interview was conducted within the first two weeks of the study. The second 
teacher interview, in accordance with ground theory (Creswell, 1998), was conducted 
after the completion of the observations, when categories were developed from the 
existing data (see Appendix G for teacher interview two protocol). 
 A group of eight focus students, four boys and four girls, were originally selected 
to be interviewed because they represented a cross section of the student population of 
the school and were  representative of the students in the class. However, one of the 
selected boys, Felix (pseudonym), was unresponsive to my questions and began to cry. 
As a result, the first interview was terminated and another boy was interviewed to replace 
Felix. A week after Randy (pseudonym), the replacement boy, was interviewed, it was 
determined that a second attempt to interview Felix should be taken because (a) Felix had 
an interesting relationship with Angela which needed to be pursued, (b) the unproductive 
interview was a result of family issues that he was having on that day, and (c) I had 
developed a relationship with him that I believed would result in a productive interview. 
Although he could not answer every question during the second attempt, some interesting 
data was discovered. I discussed the issue of the two sets of data from these two boys 
with a few colleagues, and it was concluded that omitting either of the students once the 
data was collected could be seen as an attempt to bias the results. Thus, the data from 
both of the students were used and another girl, Sanjuanita, was added to even the 
numbers. The only disappointment with the selection of the focus group members was 
that the only white female in the class was one of the students who declined to be 
interviewed. With only two white students in the class, I had hoped to select both of them 
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so that a comparison between these two students and the 16 minority students could be 
created. 
The students were selected based on my observations and the teacher’s input 
about the students who might be most receptive to being interviewed. In an attempt to 
capture a cross section of the student population, the following categories were used to 
select students: (a) race: at least one representative from each of the racial groups in the 
classroom, (b) gender: an even number of boys and girls, and (c) new to the school: a 
student who had come into the classroom after the year started in an attempt to obtain the 
perspective of what it was like to transition into Angela’s classroom. The focus group 
included five boys and five girls, one white students (a boy), one Asian student (a boy), 
one Middle Eastern student (a girl), three African America students (two boys and one 
girl), two Hispanic students (one boy and one girl), and two biracial students (both girls).  
 The first round of student interviews focused on students’ views of a relationship-
driven classroom community, the teacher, and how or if the teacher used relationships in 
the classroom to make students feel known and respected (see Appendix H for student 
interview one protocol). The questions for the first round of student interviews followed 
the same pattern as those for the first teacher interview in that questions were added and 
discarded based on the categories that emerged from the data. The first round of student 
interviews occurred during the second and third weeks of the study after a preliminary 
data analysis of the first teacher interview was completed so that emerging categories 
could be used to create questions. The second round of student interviews was conducted 
during the final two weeks of the study. The second student interviews delved deeper into 
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the topics that arose from the first interview and addressed other topics that were 
generated from the data (see Appendix I for student interview two protocol).   
 In addition to the formal interviews, informal interviews were conducted with the 
teacher and focus students to investigate or clarify a topic. When the informal interview 
was expected to yield a short answer, then detailed notes were taken; whereas, if the 
informal interview was expected to produce longer answers, the interviews were audio 
taped and transcribed.       
Observations and Descriptive Field Notes 
Descriptive field notes were generated from daily observations of the classroom. 
Classroom activities, student/student interactions, teacher/student interactions, classroom 
structure, use of class time, the behavior management system, the role of the teacher in 
the classroom, the role of the students in the classroom, the curriculum, examples of how 
the teacher created a relationship-driven classroom community, and examples of how the 
teacher used teacher-student relationships were the focus of the observations. The field 
notes from the observations were typed and coded using the pseudonyms of each 
participant.           
Document Collection 
Documents were collected from the classroom and school in search of evidence 
for the teacher-students relationship. These documents included lesson plans, lesson 
objectives, student work, and classroom and school handouts. Documents were collected 
to determine (a) what the teacher learned about the students, (b) how the teacher used 
what she learned about students, (c) aspects of the teacher-student relationship, and (c) 
how the teacher’s use of classroom relationships affected students.    
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Data Analysis 
 Data analysis was ongoing during the study. Data analysis methods included open 
and axial and selective coding to create categories and subcategories using a grounded 
theory and case study approach. Open coding was used on each data source to create the 
categories and patterns, and then a constant comparative approach assisted in discovering 
evidence for the categories and patterns. During the open coding process, I began to 
observe for major categories that emerged from the first teacher interview and created in 
vivo codes. I created summary pages for each data source that explained the patterns and 
themes from each data source.  
 Next, axial coding was applied to each data source to analyze and make 
connections between the categories and patterns. The summary pages for each data 
sources were combined by the type of data source, e.g., all interviews were summarized 
as a group. The student questionnaire and student interviews were compared with the 
documents that were collected and descriptive field notes to determine the ways the 
teacher created a relationship-driven classroom community and used relationships in the 
classroom. The interviews, documents, and descriptive field notes were analyzed for 
signs of a relationship-driven classroom community, student perceptions, teacher 
perceptions, and the impact on students. Selective coding was then used to connect the 
categories into a story, which lead to the development of a basic matrix for the data. 
Finally, the data was compared to the research questions.  
Trustworthiness of Data 
 As a way of ensuring that the conclusions from this study are valid, I utilized the 
following techniques: (a) data triangulation, (b) prolonged engagement in the setting, (c) 
72 
 
researcher notes, and (d) critical friends/peer review. In order to triangulate the data, 
multiple sources of data were used to ensure that conclusions were a result of a story that 
was compiled from the data. I used prolonged engagement (six weeks of data collection) 
as a way to gain the teachers and students trust so that I could see the good, the bad, and 
the ugly of the classroom. Research notes were utilized as a way to log notes about my 
thoughts, feelings, and preliminary data analysis. Finally, I established a network of 
critical friends from among my colleagues as a resource to assist with my questions, 
successes, and frustrations and to serve as peer debriefers when necessary. Findings that 
were generated from this study did not undergo a member check with Angela to 
determine accuracy. Glaser (2002) suggested that since grounded theory is investigating a 
new theory, this type of research “uncovers many patterns the participant does not 
understand or is not aware of” (p. 5). However, I checked with the teacher when needed 
to clarify and provide more information about data as it became available.          
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
 The purpose of this qualitative study was to use a grounded theory case study to 
identity and describe the ways that an upper elementary school teacher made students feel 
known and respected for who they are by creating a relationship-driven classroom 
community. The data from this study were collected from field notes, two interviews with 
the teacher, two interviews with 10 students who were selected by the teacher and 
researcher to represent a cross section of the class, document collection, and a survey that 
asked students to rate the teacher using a 5-point Likert scale and to provide comments 
about their responses.   
Six themes emerged from the data that comprise the results of this study: (a) 
teacher’s perception of creating a relationships-driven classroom; (b) teacher’s creation 
and maintenance of a relationships-driven classroom; (c) students’ view of teacher and 
classroom; (d) students’ view of the teacher-student relationship; (e) impact of the 
teacher-student relationship on the students, and (f) students’ view of the importance of 
creating relations with teacher. When discussing the data in this chapter, the teacher is 
referred to by the pseudonym, Angela. While the students appropriately addressed 
Angela in their responses using her title and last name, the text in this chapter uses only 
her pseudonym.    
Teacher’s Perceptions of Creating a Relationship-Driven Classroom 
 The theme, teacher’s perceptions of creating a relationships-driven classroom, 
provides three areas in which Angela believed creating a positive teacher-student 
relationship impacted her and her students. Angela recognized that there was not a state 
test for relationships, yet she believed relationships needed to be a central component of 
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her teaching. Angela suggested that the relationship between students and their teacher is 
a key factor in student success: 
Well, there is no state test for relationships, but whether or not your kids succeed 
is more or less a relationship between you and your students. So, even though 
there is no state test, to me, you are tested. If you’re not able to go in and 
discipline your children in a way that is productive and to be able to find methods 
to teach those kids, I don’t know that you could say you truly developed a 
relationship with them. You know, not everybody is going to succeed, but I’m 
going to tell you that 99.9% of the teachers find a way to succeed. Now the state 
test, we are tested on the state test, and I think you know it affects what we have 
to do in the classroom. But, you know what, if you teach these kids they are going 
to pass. I don’t care what it is. If you let them know your expectations and you 
work towards that goal together and build that relationship, they are going to pass. 
(Teacher Interview 2) 
 
First, Angela connected student-teacher relationships with student learning: “If you don’t 
have the relationships with your students, you will not have successful learners” (Teacher 
Interview 2). Angela equated her students’ successes in writing to the relationships that 
she created with them. She explained: 
If you don’t create a relationship with your kids, then those kids are not going to 
excel in their class. They’re not going to want to really do the best they can, 
because then they do average work. If you have a good relationship with your 
students, then you are going to get kids who excel, and I think hopefully from the 
test scores. I have eleven commended kids in writing. These were kids who were 
bright students but they could not write. But because of our relationship, and I had 
19 kids, but because of our relationship, I think they really strive to do well, and 
they really wanted to know that I felt that they could do well. So, your excellent 
teachers or your good teachers are going to be the ones that build relationships to 
enhance learning and to make those kids want to improve and do better.  (Teacher 
Interview 2) 
Angela’s view that relationships can lead to student success is supported by her 
students’ scores on the Texas state test for mathematics and writing. In Texas, the 
statewide test for student achievement, Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 
(TAKS), is administered to fourth graders. The test results are provided in three levels of 
scores: did not meet standard, met standard, and commended performance. Thus, 
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achieving a score in the commended range means that the student not only passed based 
on the Texas criteria, but also scored in the highest range.  
All of Angela’s students passed in both subjects. In fact, in mathematics, 10 
students or approximately 59% of the students and 11 students or approximately 65% 
achieved a commended level (one student did not have to take the test for each subject). 
In writing, seven of the nine girls, or approximately 78%, and four of eight, or 50%, of 
the boys achieved the commended level. Of the students who achieved the commended 
level in writing, 10 were minority students and one was White. Of the minority students, 
approximately 67% were commended, while 50% of the White students were 
commended. In mathematics, six of the nine girls, or approximately 67%, and four of the 
eight boys, or 50%, achieved the commended level. Of the students who achieved the 
commended level in math, one of the two white students, or 50%, was commended and 
nine of the 15 minority students, or approximately 60%, were commended.    
The passing rate for Angela’s students is similar to the school rates in writing 
(98%) and mathematics (96%) and significantly higher than the district passing rates in 
writing (93%) and mathematics (94%). In comparison to the state passing rates in writing 
(91%) and mathematics (86%), Angela’s class is 9% and 14% higher, respectively. The 
percentage of Angela’s students who achieved at commended rating was 65% in writing 
and 58% in mathematics. Her students achieved a commended rating at a higher rate than 
the school in writing (58%) and mathematics (49%) and significantly higher than the 
district and state in writing (33% and 32%, respectively) and mathematics (34% and 
40%, respectively).  
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Her students achieved a significantly higher percentage of commended students 
(83% commended rate in both writing and mathematics) than the state averages for 
African American students (n=5) in writing, 22%, and mathematics, 25% (see Table 1 for 
commended percentages Angela’s class and Texas). Angela’s students had a higher 
commended percentage in writing for Hispanic students (n=3), 38% versus 26%, and a 
10% increase over the state average for White students (n=1), 50% to 40%. However, in 
mathematics, Angela’s students had the same percentage of commended White students 
(50%) and was 5% lower than the state average for Hispanic students 34% to 29%. 
Overall, in Angela’s classroom, 67% of minority students were commended in writing 
and 60% in mathematics. The 67% includes two students who were commended, but not 
in some of the state data above, i.e., the Middle Eastern and Asian students. 
Table 1 
Comparison of Texas and Angela’s Students Scores on TAKS in Writing and 
Mathematics 
Race 
State 
Commended % 
in Writing 
Angela’s 
Commended % 
in Writing 
State 
Commended % 
in Mathematics 
Angela’s 
Commended 
% in 
Mathematics 
 
White 
 
40% 50% 50% 50% 
African 
American 
 
22% 83% 25% 83% 
Hispanic 
 
26% 29% 34% 29% 
 
 The second area in which Angela believed that relationships helped was in terms 
of student behavior and her issues with classroom discipline. Angela explained:  
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I think the kids know the expectations, and they know just how far to push your 
buttons.  If they know who I am, what I stand for, my expectations, I know where 
they come from, their background, their family life, I think it helps me to have a 
very comfortable classroom management plan. I can give looks, and they know 
exactly what I mean. I think one of the favorite things that I say, and I really have 
not done it I don’t even think since you have been, is I will say, “I don’t like what 
you are doing. Do I have to say any more?”  And they go, “No.” And they know 
exactly what I am talking about. Usually, I will give them cues, sometimes with 
one word. It’s just like one time I had a little boy that all I would have to do is 
this, and that meant, he goes “ET will phone home?” And I went “ET will phone 
home.” And that is all that was said. Because he knew whatever he was doing was 
inappropriate. (Teacher Interview 2) 
Angela suggested that having a relationship with students does not make her a 
pushover:   
Oh, a pushover. I don’t think I’m a pushover. Having a relationship with your 
kids just lets them know that you care about them and you want to know about 
them, and you want them to know about you. Kids learn through real life. You’ve 
got to let them know that, and I think you can have a relationship with your kids 
and be a disciplinarian because my kids didn’t get by with a whole lot. They, you 
know, I try to set the expectations high for their conduct. They got conduct marks, 
but I don’t think it’s being a pushover. I think it’s raising your expectations for 
your kids and wanting them to reach that the goal. (Teacher Interview 2) 
Not only did Angela believe that she benefited from the creating relationships 
with her students, but her students also benefited. Angela posited that the students 
enjoyed her using what she learned about them in her teaching: 
I think they love it, because the kids like the attention. Nowadays, I know it is so 
much different from when I first started teaching. Kids go to day care after school. 
They don’t get home sometimes until 6:00, 6:30, sometimes 7:00. They do 
homework. Very little time to visit with parents, and it is bedtime. So, I think 
when the teacher shows that they care about them, and they are interested, it 
provides that student with a lot of attention. Prime example, I have one little boy 
in here who, oh goodness, needed attention. I put him on a behavior plan. That 
was fabulous, because every hour he could come to see how he was doing, and I 
could put a happy face which reiterated he was doing great. And, if he went to 
another teacher she would put a happy face on that little square for an hour to let 
him know he was going great. All behavior went off the wall, it was wonderful; 
because he had very little attention at home, but he had a lot of attention from us. 
Ten times a day we acknowledged it. (Teacher Interview 2)   
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Third, Angela also believed that creating relationships with her students allowed 
her students to feel more comfortable with her and share personal issues with her. Angela 
stated:   
I just think it brings us closer. It allows them to be able to come up and talk to me 
to tell me about situations that may be real difficult. I have had kids say, “Can I 
talk to you personally outside?” “Sure, let’s go.” So, we go outside, and they have 
told me all kinds of things, especially throughout the years. But, this class you 
know that have told me about sexual abuse, they have told me about child abuse, 
they have also shared with me wonderful things. (Teacher Interview 2)   
Angela believed so strongly in creating relationships with her students that she suggested 
that the best teachers maintain relationships with their students (Teacher Interview 2).  
Teacher’s Creation and Maintenance of a Relationship-Driven Classroom 
 
Angela believed that creating and maintaining relationships with her students was a 
central component of her teaching philosophy. She suggested that relationships should be 
an important component of teaching and that a teacher-student relationship involves a 
mutual relationship:  
Well, I think to be a good teacher you have to be willing to give of yourself and 
that is sharing as much about you as you can get from the kids. And the kids will 
open up and tell you about themselves. (Teacher Interview 1) 
 
Angela further explained her views about mutual teacher-student relationships: 
 
I thoroughly believe that if you don’t have a relationship with your students, and 
even I’ll say a personal relationship. That means to where I find out about their 
home life, they find out about my home life. They know all my grand kids. They 
know things my grand kids do. I know things their children do, you know [what] 
their brothers and sisters do. To build a relationship, you have to be very open 
with your students, encourage them to ask questions, encourage them to tell about 
every day things, about what they do with their families. I think when a kid comes 
in and goes, “Oh, Angela, today is my parent’s anniversary,” and we let them 
make a card. I think those are the things that reinforce that, that is terrific, and we 
let them know the good things. (Teacher Interview 1) 
 
Angela suggested that maintaining relationships with her students is a continual 
process that occurs throughout the school year. Angela concluded: 
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I think you continually want to let them know they are important and to let them 
know that you are interested in their family life. When Jane comes in and says, 
“Angela, my dad is in the hospital.” Well, the next day, “How is your dad?” I 
think you have to let these kids know you are truly interested in how things are 
going with them. I actually had a student one time whose brother had a brain 
tumor in the back of his neck. That student lived with me two months. (Teacher 
Interview 1) 
 
In order to maintain the type of relationship that Angela wanted to have with her 
students, she described, “I just keep in contact with my parents and keep a real open 
relationship with the kids as far as being able to talk to them and let them know that I 
care” (Teacher Interview 1). Her attempts to maintain relationships include her calm 
demeanor and student-friendly teaching style. Angela’s construct of relationships can be 
broken into these components: (a) calm demeanor; (b) student-friendly teaching style; (c) 
teacher sharing; (d) learning about students; and (e) including students and teacher into 
teaching. 
Calm Demeanor 
Angela suggested that relationships are not created only through learning about 
students and having them learn about the teacher. She rarely raised her voice and often 
joked around with her students about discipline rather than point out negative behavior. 
Angela recognized the value in addressing discipline and making her point without 
yelling:  
When I work with kids, I tend to not use a crabby approach if I can say that. But I 
want to get my point across in a way that the kids know my point, and a lot of 
times just by making a comment, “Raise your hand if you are talking,” they know 
what I’m saying and there are words that I say instead of “Shh, be quiet. Conduct 
mark. Conduct mark.”  If I say that, then I get my point across another way. 
(Teacher Interview 2) 
 
Often times Angela was overheard using this approach in the classroom. A few 
examples of Angela using humor with her students rather than becoming upset when 
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students were not following directions included (a) “I love to give conduct marks. Please 
raise your hand if you are talking so I can give you a conduct mark” (Field Notes, 
5/27/09); (b) “If you are not in line, please raise your hand so that I can give you a 
conduct mark” (Field Notes, 5/27/09); and (c) “I’m giving out conduct marks for free. 
They are free. If you are out of line, I might just give you one wrapped up in a bow” 
(Field notes, 5/28/09). Angela declared that using humor with her students was an 
important factor in creating an environment where students feel comfortable, 
You have to use humor, you have to laugh. I taught the kids how to play Sparkle 
in this class that I have now, and they are just dying. They’re like rolling on the 
floor when they get out. And so, if we didn’t have a little bit of humor in the class, 
then they wouldn’t feel comfortable. Today, I have had a really tough time 
turning my attendance in, and today somebody goes, “It’s almost 10, did you 
forget again.” And I went “Ahh!” and screamed, and I waved my hands and I flew 
to the computer. Everybody’s dying laughing. I said, “Take a minute; let me get 
this done.” I didn’t correct them.  I did not say, “Shh, be quiet” because it was 
funny, because I’m a good sport. The only comment I said was “Why did you not 
tell me earlier?  You’re going to get me in trouble.  You have to help me.” But 
yeah, humor’s got to be one of the avenues that you build your relationship on 
with the kids. (Teacher Interview 2)   
 
Wyatt recognized and appreciated Angel’s efforts to use humor: “Because it is 
always nice to have a little bit of humor; whenever you are a teacher, it is good to have a 
little bit” (Wyatt, Interview 1). In fact, out of all of the observations in the classroom, 
Angela was only observed raising her voice once. Angela believed that she could suggest 
her meaning to students without being negative: “I am not having to communicate with 
so many negative words, but still getting the point across” (Teacher Interview 2).   
Student-Friendly Teaching Style 
Angela’s student-friendly teaching styles included four areas. Angela allowed 
students to make choices, related to her students by showing that she struggles with 
learning, encouraged students to correct her when she made mistakes, and used terms of 
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endearment when talking to students. First, Angela gave students choices in the 
classroom: 
I think it’s good that you present choices in your classroom because the kids will 
buy into that class actually being theirs. If they have someone sitting up in the 
front and dictating, on Monday you’re going to do this, on Tuesday you’re going 
to do that, we’re going to do this, this, and this. You never give those kids the 
chance to voice their own opinion, and if you given them choices, then that way it 
gives them the opportunity to think about, you know, what their opinions are. 
(Teacher Interview 2)  
 
Several examples illustrate how Angela allowed students to make choices, the 
first two are: (a) a decision about when the class would take a test: “We will either have 
the test on Tuesday or Wednesday. You will make that decision” (Field Notes, 5/18/09); 
and (b) a choice about where they wanted to have recess, “How many of you want to 
have recess out here” (Field Notes, 5/1/09).  
The third example of choice typified Angela’s style. This instant occurred when 
she asked the students if they wanted to play Sparkle (a spelling review game). One 
student did not raise his hand to indicate that he wanted to play. Noting that his hand was 
not raised, Angela stated calmly, “Damien, you don’t like the game. You don’t have to 
play if you don’t want to. Do you want to sit out? We will let Damien keep score because 
he doesn’t want to play” (Field Notes, 5/18/09). In this instance, as was the case many 
times, Angela dealt with this student in a calm rather than an angry fashion and even 
encouraged the student to remain involved by keeping score.     
The second aspect of Angela’s personal teaching style was her belief about 
showing the students that she struggles with learning as well. Angela explained her 
views: 
You know what I struggled in school, struggled, struggled, and if I can tell them 
that and tell what I did and how I didn’t do well and how I live by a dictionary, 
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then some of these kids who are struggling are going go, “You know Angela is a 
teacher, she went through college, even though she struggled. Hey, I may set my 
goals up that high.” So by sharing with the kids of myself, I’m not perfect. I tell 
them I have meaning to take this to school for three days. If I would have had a 
conduct sheet, I would have had three conduct cards. And, so I know you’ve got 
to share about yourself and be truthful and honest with them.  You don’t want to 
come across that you’re a prima donna and you do everything right, because 
nobody is like that. But, you have to share of yourself. (Teacher Interview 2) 
 
During the classroom observations, a number of examples of Angela talking to 
the students about her struggles with learning were evident: (a) “So I can understand 
where you are coming from because I struggle with it [hands-on equations]” (Field Notes, 
5/1/09); (b) “When we start to get big numbers, I need to write them down” (Field Notes, 
5/1/09); (c) “You know when I read a word problem, I don’t even know what it says. If I 
don’t make a picture, I won’t be able to do it” (Field Notes, 5/4/09); (d) “Well, you know 
me, if I don’t review, I will not remember it” (Field Notes, 5/4/09); (e) “When I learned I 
had to teach this, you know what? I was afraid because I am not an algebra person. I also 
learn as a teacher” (Field Notes, 5/1/09); and; (f) “Sometimes my eyes play tricks on me, 
so I like to put my finger on the problem” (Field Notes, 5/19/09). 
 Third, Angela allowed students to correct her if she made a mistake. Angela 
explained her views about having students correct her as part of her student-friendly 
teaching style:  
Oh, if you make a mistake, let me tell you, the kids are going to the first to tell 
you, and I let them know, “You know what? You’re right. I multiplied that 
wrong,” or “Oh, my gosh.  I forgot to add.” I don’t look at it as anything negative 
with me. I look at it more as a positive that they are paying attention and, hey, 
they caught me. Good… I don’t want my children to be afraid as I said to say, 
‘Angela, you’re wrong.” That has never offended me, because you know what I 
am not always right, and if they can catch me, good for them. (Teacher Interview 
2) 
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Angela allowed students to correct her to help make the classroom environment 
more student-friendly:   
Because you get these kids coming in here, they are afraid to answer questions, 
they are afraid to talk, they are afraid to raise their hand. I am very disciplined, I 
think. I may not be, but I think I am very disciplined, and my expectations are 
high, but if I do not tell stories to let these kids know I am real person and that I 
make mistakes, and that that is okay, then to me you are going to have such a 
rigid environment. These kids are not going to be able to be comfortable and 
laugh. (Teacher Interview 1) 
  
The field note data were ripe with examples of how Angela allowed students to 
correct her without responding negatively to their corrections. In one instance, Angela 
accepted a student’s correction when she was showing a video to students on the 
computer. The video was smaller than she expected and a student suggested, “You know, 
Angela, you can just right click to make it large” (Field Notes, 5/22/09). Another instance 
was during a mathematics lesson when Angela used the wrong number when she was 
reviewing equations: 
Student: “How did you get 10?” 
Angela: “Oh, I might have looked at the top. Let’s try it again to make sure. Make 
sure that you are adding it right because you don’t want to do it like 
Angela did. Would I have gotten it right?”   
Students: “NO.” (Field Notes, 5/1/09) 
 
A third instance occurred during a mistake that the teacher made during 
mathematics. A student called out: “8? You said ‘8 for x’” to which Angela responded: 
“Oh, x=8 sorry” (Field Notes, 5/11/09).  
During Beth’s interview, she suggested that having a teacher who accepts 
students’ corrections was one aspect that she liked about Angela:   
Like, sometimes she makes mistakes on purpose to see if the kids catch it. Like 
that is what I like about her. She lets us like. I have done that myself. Like one 
time she was doing something wrong, and I went, “Angela I think you are doing 
that wrong” or something like that. And sometimes I see kids point that out, and I 
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say no they are right.  But, I end up doing wrong and that helps, she teaches me 
better. (Beth Interview 2) 
 
Heather suggested two reasons that Angela allowed the students to correct her: 
“So we don’t get the question wrong and that we know that is she can make a mistake, 
we can [make mistakes]” (Heather Interview 2). Sanjuanita believed that having a teacher 
who accepted student corrections was “cool … because you can learn from her mistakes” 
(Sanjuanita Interview 2).  
 A fourth aspect of Angela’s student-friendly teaching style was her use of terms 
of endearment. Often during class Angela was overheard using phrases such as “Thank 
you, honey” (Field Notes, 5/1/09), “babe” (Field Notes, 5/13/09), and “hun” (Field Notes, 
5/18/09). Angela believed that the terms of endearments that she used in class with her 
students were part of who she is and suggested that “In some respects, you know, 
probably it made them feel more at home and more comfortable” (Teacher Interview 2). 
Two examples of instances when Angela used endearments with her students included (a) 
“Juan, babe, where did I ask you to sit, hun?” (Field Notes, 5/18/09) and (b) “Jim, hun, 
when we come back, can you get out your science book?” (Field Notes, 5/18/09).   
Teacher Sharing 
Angela believed that relationships with her students needed to include her 
learning about them and her students learning about her throughout the year. Angela 
stated:   
For me as a teacher, [mutual relationships are] very important. Very, very 
important.  I think the kids need to know that they can trust me and that I can trust 
them, and one of my favorite sayings to my kids if I found out they lied to me, 
“Why did you do that? Why did you lie to me?  Do I lie to you?” But it is kind of 
like a mutual respect. The kids need to know who I am, and I need to know who 
they are. (Teacher Interview 2)  
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Angela went out of her way to make sure that the students knew a lot about her. 
She brought in family members to school (e.g., her husband, her daughter, some of her 
grandkids, and her sister-in-law from out of town), told students her weight, and told 
stories about herself. Angela mentioned that she wanted the students to know about her 
family, “I think I just let the kids know that I am, that I understand problems, and that if 
they know about me and I know about them, then our relationship is going to be that 
much closer” (Teacher Interview 1). Angela suggested that she shared with her students 
as a way to relate to them and for them to see her as real person: 
Again, it goes back to I think it lets them know that I am a real person, and that 
they have problems in their life, well I too encounter them. I think my kids need, 
they don’t need to know everything, but if they know something is going on, like 
when my mom was real sick. I had a little boy in here who lost his mom a year 
ago, and he was like coming up, “I know what you are going through. It is okay 
Angela, you will be okay.” You know, and I’m going “oh.” It makes it worse, you 
know. But, I think the kids respond to you more positively, if they know that you 
are real person. You go to bed. You go shopping.  I think that, you know, creates 
a bond. (Teacher Interview 1) 
 
One instance when Angela showed she was a real person occurred when her 
husband and sister-in-law came to the classroom to visit:   
And he came in the door, and I said, “This is my husband.” And he goes, “My 
name is Jack, and this is my sister Joyce.” And so he started talking to them, and 
it was so funny because he goes, “I was born in Canada.” And they go, “We 
know.” And he goes, “Well how do you know?” And they said, “Angela told us.”  
And so he goes over to my United States map, and he said, “Let me show you 
where Canada is.” And the kids go, “We already know.” And he said, “How do 
you know?” “Angela showed us on the map.”…  And so the kids already kind of 
know him, have an idea where he is from. (Teacher Interview 2) 
 
Angela shared information with her students that some people might feel was too 
personal. She suggested, “I even shared my weight… I think any teacher that shares their 
weight with fourth grade students should get teacher of the year. I share everything. 
There is not anything I do not share with them. They know everything” (Interview 1). 
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Angela stated that one of the things that she shared with her students was information 
about her culture: 
I tell my kids this, I am Cherokee Indian, and I grew up in Muskogee, and 
Tahlequah, Oklahoma is the Cherokee capital, and I tell them the story about my, 
when we are studying Indians and culture, I tell them about my little brother who 
owned a printing business in downtown Tulsa, a bad part of town… So, I bring all 
of these things that, you know, when I could. We cooked and I would make 
Indian dishes. And, so my background I would bring into teaching. (Student 
Interview 1)  
 
She also told students about her granddaughter being deaf, “My daughter had a daughter 
who was born without an ear. I shared that with my students” (Teacher Interview 1). 
The students in Angela’s class indicated that she often shared information about 
herself. When students were asked to score Angela in terms of sharing information with 
them about herself the average was 3.72 (see Appendix J for student ratings for Angela). 
Five students gave her a 5, three students ranked her as a 4, while the remaining 10 
students scored her with a 3 in this area. Thus, about 44% of the students gave her a 4 or 
5 while 56% rated her with a 3. Students who gave her a 4 or 5 commented: (a) “When 
something happens, like one time she told us about her daughter” (Survey 1); (b) “She 
always tells us about her husband and family” (Survey 2); (c) “She shares stories about 
her husband and four dogs” (Survey 3); (d) “She is always telling is about her life as a 
kid. And how her husband never washed his clothes” (Survey 4); (e) “She tells us stories 
that happened to her and sometimes about her life” (Survey 6); (f) “She always tells us 
stories about her husband and they’re pretty interesting” (Survey 9). 
Students who rated Angela as a 3 in this area concluded: (a) “She tells us stories, 
but not all the time, just sometimes.” (Survey 7); “Because one time she told us about her 
granddaughter and I thought that was personal” (Survey 8); (b) “When she tells of what 
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she bought for us something or when she is talking about her cute dogs” (Survey 10); (c) 
“She tells the class all the cool things like when she talks about her daughter” (Survey 
11); (d) “She talks about herself sometimes like how she does math at a store” (Survey 
13); (e) “She does this because she wants the class to know about her too” (Survey 14); 
(f) “It has to do with her teaching” (Survey 15); (g) “She tells us stories about herself, and 
she talks about her daughter” (Survey 18). Seven of the eight students who rated Angela 
with a 4 or 5 were girls, while only three of the 11 who gave Angela a 3 were girls. The 
students from the contrasting subgroups all rated Angela above a 3: (a) minority students 
(n=16), 3.75; (b) white students (n=2), 3.5; (c) boys (n=8), 3.13; (d) girls (n=10), 4.2; (e) 
students who spoke a second language at home (n=11), 3.91; and, (f) students who only 
spoke English (n=7), 3.43. Yet, comparing the data among the subgroups, girls gave 
Angela approximately a 1-point higher average than boys. Of the 18 responses, all but 
one clearly suggested that Angela shares personal information with the students or 
approximately 94%. The one student whose response did not clearly indicate Angela’s 
personal sharing wrote:  “Because she doesn’t need to tell us all the time” (Survey 12). 
The interview data also suggested that Angela shared information with the 
students about herself. All 10 of the students interviewed suggested that Angela shared 
information about herself with them. Seven of the 10 students could remember personal 
information that Angela shared with them. Wyatt and Felix recalled a story that Angela 
told the class about her husband not checking the weather and the rain washing away soil 
that he wanted to use for a project. Juan, Randy, and Val suggested that Angela shares 
information about her family: (a) “She really loves pets and stuff. She always talks about 
her husband and funny things about her husband and how she does math when she goes 
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shopping and stuff” (Juan Interview 1); (b) “Yes, sometimes she does sometimes she says 
about her and her husband and stuff. One time she told us that at the store they were 
paying for groceries” (Randy Interview 1); and, (c) “She talks about her husband and her 
daughter, Karla” (Val Interview 1).  
Felix and Heather suggested that Angela not only told them information about her 
family but also shared private information about her grandchild being deaf: (a) “She did 
one time [share about her granddaughter] a girl that had something about her ear, I don’t 
remember” (Felix Interview 1) and (b) “Sometimes she tells us, once about her 
grandchild, how she is deaf and the she told us about how one of her grandchild(sic) is 
deaf, and she told us that” (Heather Interview 1). Beth mentioned that Angela related her 
stories to her teaching, “In each subject she gives us, she has a story behind it about her 
and her life. So it’s sort of weird, because like every single story. She even has a story 
about the Eiffel Tower and things” (Beth Interview 1). Sanjuanita recalled a story about 
an experience that Angela had outside of school, “One time she was just driving and she 
saw a little dog in the street so she picked it up and it kind of growled at her. So she took 
it home, but I don’t know what happened next” (Sanjuanita Interview 1).   
Learning about Students 
Angela believed that it was important to learn about her students. In her mind, 
learning about her students’ background was an essential component of teacher-student 
relationships. 
You have to know their background to be able to create a relationship with that 
kiddo. I think you need to be able to understand where they’re coming from to 
build that relationship, and if you don’t you might as well forget it. (Teacher 
Interview 2) 
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In addition to seeing the value in learning about the students’ background, Angela 
posited: 
Well, I think you need to know their background because there are kids in your 
class who may not have the support at home. Well, if they don’t have the support 
at home that gives you the opportunity to offer them extra support in the 
classroom so that they can become successful. You need to know of their 
background. They may have a lot of support, and if they do then you can gain a 
relationship by offering them support in other ways. And so I think it is really 
important. You need to know their background. (Teacher Interview 2) 
 
Angela explained that she learns about her students’ parents by talking to students 
about family and their life outside of school, projects such as the important book, 
activities that include student’s family, students telling stories, and through student 
writing (Teacher Interview 1). Sherri suggested that Angela not only knows her but 
knows her mother as well, “She knows my mother really well, and so if I get in trouble, 
she knows my mother” (Sherri Interview 1). 
Student data from the interviews and survey suggested conflicting results in terms 
of student recognition of Angela’s efforts to learn about them. The results for the 
students’ view of whether Angela took a personal interest in students’ life outside of 
school were mixed. Overall, the students gave her a 2.39 average. The aforementioned 
average included 50% of the students who rated Angela with a 2 or less: (a) six students 
rated her with a 1 and (b) three students gave her a 2. Despite the number of students who 
gave her a 2 or below and the fact that Angela received no 5s in this area, she did still 
have four students who rated her with a 4 and five students who gave her a 3. The 
students who gave Angela a 3 or 4 represent approximately 50% of the students. The four 
students who gave Angela a 4 stated: (a) “She asks me when my next softball game is 
because she wants to see me play” (Survey 1); (b) “Yes, because she asked me why I’m 
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late. Is everything alright and stuff like that” (Survey 7); (c) “She wants to know what we 
do out of school” (Survey 14); and, (d) “She usually asks about me” (Survey 17). Four of 
the five students who rated Angela with a 3 stated: (a) “Sometimes she takes an interest 
in my life” (Survey 6); (b) “Sometimes she asks me that like how my baby brother is 
doing” (Survey 13); (c) “Because she’s curious about what’s happening” (Survey 15); 
and, (d) “She sometimes asks me about my life” (Survey 18). One of the students who 
rated Angela with a 3 gave a response that did not match the explanation of the rating: 
“She is always asking questions about our personal life and if there is anything she can do 
to help us” (Survey 4). One could assume that if Angela, as the student suggested, 
“always” asks questions about her personal life, then the student would have given her a 
higher rating. The students who rated Angela with a 2 or 1 mentioned: (a) “It’s my 
business and she doesn’t even know” (Survey 5);  (b) “She doesn’t take me outside and 
say are you ok” (Survey 8); (c) “I don’t really know” (Survey 9); (d) “Not that know of” 
(Survey 10); (e) “She just knows I am a walker” (Survey 11), (f) “Because she thinks if it 
is good to or not good to” (Survey 12); and, (g) “I only told her about my aunt’s 
wedding” (Survey 16). Two students did not include a response to their rating (Surveys 2 
& 3). The contrasting subgroups in this area differed by 1 point when comparing minority 
(2.5) and white (1.5) students, and by 0.65 when comparing boys (2.75) to girls (2.1) (see 
Appendix K for student ratings disseminated by contrasting subgroups). Of the students 
who rated Angela with a 4, three of them where girls and two were boys, while four of 
the students who rated Angela with a 3 or 4 were girls, while five were boys. Of the nine 
students who gave Angela a 1 or 2, six of them were girls and three were boys. In 
addition, both white students gave her a rating or 2 or 1 in this area. 
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The student interview data also suggested that Angela attempted to learn about the 
students’ lives outside of school. Seven of the 10 students interviewed suggested that 
Angela tried to learn about their life outside of school. Juan, Randy, Felix, Val, and 
Sanjuanita stated that Angela tries to learn about the students’ families: (a) “She would 
ask us like questions, like because my mom just had a baby and stuff, she will always like 
to inform how is the baby doing and stuff, and how is he doing” (Juan Interview 1);  (b) 
“One time she asked about my mom and what she does” (Randy Interview 1); (c) “She 
asks if you have little sisters” (Felix Interview 1); (d) “My brothers and my sisters” (Val 
interview 1); and, (e) “Sometimes she asks me questions and how it’s going at my house. 
She says she wanted to ask me is everything alright when you showed your dad the 
conduct card” (Sanjuanita Interview 1). Heather and Sherri suggested the ways that 
Angela learns about their life outside of school: (a) “Sometimes, when we first start she 
makes us write in our journal and put like what we did for the weekend or what we are 
going to do this weekend” (Heather Interview 1) and (b) “She knows my mom’s phone 
number. She knows my mom’s phone number and her e-mail address” (Sherri Interview 
1).  
 However, when asked in the second interview if students were surprised that 
Angela tried to learn about them, only six students (Juan, Wyatt, Phil, Randy, Val, and 
Beth) were not surprised to learn that Angela attempted to learn about them. These 
students suggested: (a) “She would ask me a lot of questions about our family and like 
how are we doing and stuff” (Juan Interview 2); (b) “Just asks us stuff” (Wyatt Interview 
2); (c) “She tries to learn about our family and what my mom and dad does” (Phil 
Interview 2); (d) “I have seen her ask about what their parents did” (Randy Interview 2); 
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(e) “Well, I knew it along because she shows us that she tries to get connected with us” 
(Beth Interview 2); and, (f) “I already know that she does” (Val Interview 2). However, 4 
of the 10 students interviewed (Felix, Heather, Sherri, and Sanjuanita) or 40% suggested 
that they were surprised to hear that Angela learned about them.     
Including Students and Teacher into Teaching 
Angela attempted to include aspects of herself and the students into her teaching. 
In addition to having students learn about her, Angela tells stories about herself to relate 
to a subject and topic that she is teaching. Angela related her life to her students’ learning 
“because kids learn from real life situations” (Teacher Interview 2). When she is teaching 
a subject she often talks about the way that she learns best or the struggles that she has 
with the topic. Angela explained:  
Well, any of these kids, if they found out that I’m not perfect. You know I will tell 
them that in fifth grade I failed spelling.  Can I spell now?  Nope. Can I use a 
dictionary? Yes.  Can I use spell check? Yes, but, they find out that the person 
sitting up their teaching does not know it all. I learn every day, and I let the kids 
know, “Oh I didn’t.” If we study something I go, “Oh you know what boys and 
girls, I did not know that. I honestly did not know that, but you know what, I 
know that now. Let’s see what else we can find out.” So, if I let the kids know 
more about me, I think it provides a more positive learning environment, because 
they find out hey. They may go home too and say, “You know Angela did not 
know that.” If they find out that we are a family and we are all learning together, I 
think that provides more of a positive learning environment, than if you have 
somebody up there not telling anything about themselves. (Teacher Interview 1) 
 
Angela brought family members to class and related their time in the class to what 
she was teaching. During the year, Angela brought her husband and her sister-in-law 
from Canada to improve the students’ understanding of aspects of a map. Angela 
explained, “I used that as my teaching situation, because we were covering north, south, 
east, and west on a map, and I took the opportunity to talk about what it’s like, you know, 
in Canada and everything” (Teacher Interview 2).  
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The following exchange between Wyatt and Angela suggest how much Angela’s 
family was a part of the class. David asked Angela, “Did you show your husband the 
picture?” Angela responded, “Yes, and he thought he was the cutest baby” (Field Notes, 
5/6/09). The fact that David asked Angela to show the picture to her husband and 
remembered to ask her about it the next day suggested that he was interested in Angela’s 
husband’s opinion.  
One example of a time when Angela included information about herself and 
related it to her teaching occurred when Angela shared her weight with the students to 
help them understand a question they might encounter on the state test: “They said a car 
was 200 pounds, and I said if you ever, especially on the state test, have a question that 
has 200 pounds, I want you think of Angela because I weigh 200 pounds” (Teacher 
Interview 1).    
 Angela included what she learned about her students in her teaching. Angela did 
so because she wanted her students to feel important in her class. Angela suggested:   
If you don’t feel like you’re known in the classroom, your self-worth is not going 
to be as high. I think every child in that classroom needs to know they are 
important, regardless of who they are, whether or not they can read or do math, 
that they are important. And to me, [it’s] your responsibility to be able to show 
that child that he has self-worth. I don’t care if you have to make it up. You need 
to find something. There is not one child that I have that I can only say negative 
things about. So, you take that positive element, and you build on that. And you 
let that kiddo know that he is so important or she is so important, and you build on 
those things. Self-worth is the key. It is almost as important as you know to 
building relationships with the kids. They’ve got to be known within the 
classroom, [so] that they have self-worth. (Teacher Interview 2) 
 
Angela explained what she does with the information that she learns about her 
students, 
I take the information I learn about them, and that helps me to teach them 
academically and socially, because we do work with the kids socially. As I just 
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said, if they are an only child and I need to place that child in a specific area in the 
room… So, I take that information. Also, I take what they tell me about 
themselves, and I incorporate it into their lessons, because I want them to give me 
examples. I will have them make up math problems involving their lives. 
Something, I try to teach my students where it is relevant to them.  Kids learn a 
lot better if they think it’s about them or about their lives or something they know 
about. (Interview 1)   
 
Angela stated, “A lot of times I can relate to different things in their lives” (Teacher 
Interview 2).  
One aspect of her students that Angela wanted to include in her teaching was the 
students’ cultures. Angela’s teaching topics change every year because she changes her 
lessons to relate to her students (Teacher Interview 2).  
To create her lessons, she explained, “I look at the ethnicity. I will pull 
information from children who are from other countries to provide information on other 
students on how they would do it in their country or what they have in their country” 
(Teacher Interview 1). Angela related one example of such an instance:    
For example … especially in social studies. I know I told you recently about a 
student who was from Vietnam, and we were talking about basically cultures 
within the United States and within Texas and different regions of the United 
States, and I looked him and asked him, “Okay this is what is like in the United 
States. How long have you been here?” I think he said a year and a half, and so I 
said, “What was it like? What’s the difference?”  And they we started talking 
about the differences between the United States, and then the kids start chiming in 
and talking about different areas they lived in Houston or in Texas and what are 
the differences. And, that is why I try to bring in their culture, especially if they 
are from another country. I have had parents come in and speak to the children. I 
have also had parents come in and read to the children, read some of their favorite 
children’s stories that maybe they have books that they brought over from Africa. 
I have had parents come in and translate a book that is in Vietnamese to English. 
(Teacher Interview 1)  
 
An example of when Angela used what she knew about a student’s culture took 
place during lunch. Beth, who for religious reason does not eat pork, asked a lunch 
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worker what was in the lunch patty. When the lunch person did not respond, Angela 
explained that Beth could not eat pork (Field Notes, 6/1/09). 
Another activity wherein the teacher learned about and included the students’ 
cultures into the classroom was the important book. This assignment had students work 
with parents to create a book of things that are important to them. Some of the students 
who were interviewed recognized that the important book was created to learn about the 
students. Heather noted: 
Like the Important Book, I think she probably did that to know what we are like. 
Like know about our families, because we had to write about like our mom is 
special and stuff like that also our dad and about that and also sometimes like 
when we are doing writing she asks us questions like, ‘What did you do?  How 
can put that inside the writing, give more examples.’ (Heather Interview 1).    
 
Felix suggested that Angela created the important book “so that she will know 
about [us], she wanted to learn more about you and your family” (Felix Interview 1). 
However, when asked why she had the students create an important book, Phil stated, 
“So that she can have it for open night [open house]” (Phil Interview 1). In addition, 
Angela used the students’ names in classroom examples as was the case in the notes, 
“Let’s say that Tonya went to the grocery store” (Field Notes, 5/1/09). In her interview, 
Heather suggested how she perceived that Angela used names in examples, “Like if she 
uses a character …if she says like two people went to the store and they bought like she 
says two names in the classroom bought chocolate bars and they gave one to two friends” 
(Heather Interview 1). 
Recognizing student’s important events and including these events into the 
classroom discussions was another part of Angela’s attempts include students into the 
classroom. One such instance occurred when Wyatt’s baby brother was born. A picture of 
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Wyatt’s baby brother was posted in the classroom and the students signed a card for the 
family. The class also sent a gift of baby clothing, which the teacher had purchased, to 
the family. Angela suggested that she does such things because she sees the class as a 
family,  
We had two students who had baby brothers, and we made cards for the mom and 
bought a gift for the babies. And I think doing things like that, we ask about the 
babies, we put pictures up. Anything like that creates a community. We are a 
family. (Teacher Interview 1)   
 
During the first few weeks after the baby was born, Angela continued to follow 
up with Wyatt about how the baby was doing. Both Wyatt and Juan recalled that Angela 
gave them a gift when their sibling was born: (a) “She was nice enough to buy me a 
present for our baby, which was clothing” (Juan Interview 1) and (b) “She congratulated 
me and talked to me and helped us by getting a little present for my new baby brother” 
(Wyatt Interview 1).  
 The survey results are mixed in terms of students’ recognition of Angela using 
what she knows about them in her teaching. When asked if Angela connected learning to 
their lives, the students rated her rather low (2.22). Three students, or approximately 
17%, rated Angela with a 4, while five students gave her a 3. Thus, 10 students, or 
approximately 56%, rated Angela with a 1 or 2. The results were also fairly consistent 
across all of the contrasting subgroups: (a) minority students, 2.25; white students, 2.0; 
boys, 2.0; girls, 2.4; students who spoke a second language at home, 2.27; and students 
who only spoke English, 2.14. The students’ responses on the survey varied, but more 
were consistent with the low rating: (a) “She never uses stuff about me in teaching 
(Student Survey 18); (b) “She doesn’t even ask” (Student Survey16); (c) “She really 
doesn’t know me” (Student Survey 11); and, (d) “She usually asks me a bunch of stuff” 
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(Student Survey 17). In addition, when students were directly asked to rate Angela as to 
whether she used what she knew about them in her teaching, the students rated her with a 
1.89. All students rated Angela with a 3 or lower in this category. Only four students 
suggested that Angela does use students in her teaching: (a) “She knows I play softball 
and used me” (Student Survey 1); (b) “When she does animal questions” (Student Survey 
5); (c) “Sometimes she will use me as examples about things I do” (Student Survey 7); 
and, (d) “because she asks everybody not just me” (Student Survey 12). However, most 
of the responses suggested either that Angela did not do such things or that she did but 
chose other students for examples: (a) “She does not use what she knows about me” 
(Student Survey 6); (b) “Sometimes she will use me as examples about things I do” 
(Student Survey 7); (c) “She doesn’t talk about me in her teaching” (Student Survey 8); 
(d) “She always picks someone else (Student Survey 15); and, (e) “She never talks about 
me in her teaching” (Student Survey 17). 
When the students were asked to rate Angela as to whether she connected 
learning to their interests, the students gave her a much higher score (3.44). Six students 
rated Angela with a 5, two with a 4, five with a 3, four with a 2, and one with a 1. In this 
case, only five students or approximately 28% rated Angela with 1 or 2, while seven 
students, or 39%, rated Angela with a 4 or 5. Results from only one contrasting subgroup 
were relatively consistent: boys, 3.38, and girls, 3.5. The remaining contrasting 
subgroups were significantly different: minority students, 3.31; white students, 4.5; 
students who spoke a second language at home, 3.18; and, students who only spoke 
English, 3.86. For this question, only three students provided a response that suggested an 
example of how Angela connected learning to their interests: (a) “Because she gives us 
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papers that I and the class like” (Student Survey 1); (b) “Because we both understood 
each other” (Student Survey 3); and, (c) “Yes, stories are amazing, I wish I could write 
what she talks about” (Student Survey 7). Three students suggested that Angela did not 
connect their learning to them: (a) “She does not connect to what I am learning” (Student 
Survey 6); (b) “She rarely connects to my learning” (Student Survey 13); and, (c) “She 
hardly ever uses what I’m learning” (Student Survey 15). 
 Student interview data suggested that some students recognized that Angela used 
the information she learns about her students. Although Wyatt, Val, Sherri, Heather, 
Sanjuanita, and Phil suggested that Angela uses what she knows about her students in her 
teaching, only five of these students could explain their answers: (a) “She asks what do 
you want everybody and us to write about, then she asks people and we say something” 
(Wyatt Interview 1); (b) “She probably tries to figure out something fun that we can do” 
(Val Interview 1); (c) “Like teaches people a lesson” (Sherri Interview 1); (d) 
“Sometimes she’ll say like Juan went to the market and he bought three carrots, and then 
he say his friend named Wyatt and he shared two more with him, How many does he 
have left? Like that” (Heather Interview 1); and (e) “I don’t know she might know about 
us to help us support and know what we like” (Sanjuanita Interview 1). However, the 
remainder of the students did not recognize Angela’s efforts to use what she had learned 
about them in her teaching. The students who could explain what Angela did with the 
information that she learned about her students suggested that Angela made a story about 
students and tried to learn about them to provide emotional support: (a) “She probably 
makes a story about me and my family” (Felix Interview 1); (b) “She tries to know me 
better” (Randy Interview 1); and, (c) “Each time something goes wrong, she remembers 
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about it, and like if I am feeling down that day, she asks me is that the reason you are 
feeling bad today, and stuff like that” (Beth Interview 1).              
Students’ Views of the Teacher and Classroom 
 Survey data revealed that the students enjoyed being in the classroom with 
Angela. When asked if they liked being in the class with Angela, the students average 
score on the 5-point Likert Scale was 4.55. These results are consistent across the 
following subgroups as well: minority students, 4.50; white students, 5.00; boys, 4.88; 
girls, 4.30; students who spoke a second language at home, 4.55; and, students who only 
spoke English, 4.57. Of the 18 students, 14 rated Angela with a 5; two students gave her a 
4; one student, a 3; and, one student, a 1. The responses from the students who rated 
Angela as a 4 or higher included, “Cause I live to be in the classroom, especially with 
her,” (Student Survey 1); “She is cool and nice,” (Student Survey 5); “She is fun, I 
wouldn’t miss anything” (Student Survey 7); “Because I am so grateful to have such a 
wonderful teacher as you, Angela” (Student Survey 10); “Because she is a great teacher” 
(Student Survey13); and. “I like being in this class because it is a great experience” 
(Student Survey 14). The student who gave Angela a 3 mentioned that her view of being 
in the classroom depended on “how I am feeling or how I’m doing” (Student Survey 9). 
The only student to rate Angela below a 3 in this area rationalized her rating by 
suggesting, “Because I miss my old teacher and she is Bossy” (Student Survey 3).  
All 10 of the interviewed students supported the data that suggested that students 
enjoyed being with this teacher. When asked what it was like being in the classroom with 
Angela, eight students (Juan, Phil, Randy, Felix, Beth, Sherri, Heather, Val) characterized 
Angela as being fun. Eight students (Sherri, Heather, Felix, Val, Phil, Juan, Wyatt, Beth) 
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also suggested that Angela created interesting activities for the students. Juan and Wyatt 
suggested that Angela was funny, and Sherri and Juan indicated that Angela was nice. 
Some of the students even suggested that Angela was a unique teacher. When asked what 
aspects of Angela’s teaching that Heather wished other teachers had, she suggested that 
Angela did not yell:   
Heather:  Sort of like how she is nice. Because at my other school, we sort of had 
like a couple of mean teachers. Angela is not too mean like my old 
teachers. 
Interviewer:  What makes her not be mean? 
Heather:  She does not yell at us too much.  I think probably because it is a good 
class, so she does not yell at us too much and get mad at us and make us 
like write sentences. So far, she has not made us sentences at all.  (Heather 
Interview 2) 
 
Juan further suggested that Angela’s classroom is a wonderful place:  
I think Angela’s classroom is a wonderful place, because she is a great teacher, 
and we get to do a lot of activities with her ... The way she is great is because, 
well, she treats us very nicely.  She does a lot of good, fun, and educational math 
with us; and she helps us if we are ever stuck in each kind of problems. (Juan 
interview 1)  
 
Sanjuanita suggested that Angela is different from most teachers because she 
spends money on the students: 
Sanjuanita: Well, her personality and I would say the money that she wastes on all 
of us kids. 
Interviewer: She spends a lot of money on you guys. Do you like that she does 
that? 
Sanjuanita: Yeah.  
Interviewer: Do a lot of teachers do that? 
Sanjuanita: No. (Sanjuanita Interview 2) 
 
Beth recognized Angela as a giving teacher: “She is always giving. Like I said 
earlier, she is giving dog food, giving money, giving alarm clocks, beds. She is so nice 
like that. She will even ask you, ‘Is there anything you need?’” (Beth Interview 1).  
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Students’ Views of the Teacher-Student Relationship 
The students in Angela’s classroom offered a number of different opinions and 
took actions that provided information about their relationship with Angela. The students’ 
views can be grouped into the following categories: (a) positive relationship; (b) teacher 
listened to students; (c) students’ felt connected to teacher; (d) teacher concerned for 
student well-being; (e) students’ actions and interactions; (f) students’ felt known; (g) 
teacher took personal interest in students; (h) teacher supported students; (i) teacher 
respected and appreciated students; (j) teacher valued differences; (k) teacher considered 
student feelings; (l) students’ sense of belonging; (m) relationships strengths and 
weaknesses; and (n) students’ overall ratings. 
Positive Relationship 
 All 10 students who were interviewed suggested that they felt they had a positive 
relationship with Angela. Juan suggested that he and Angela are good friends:  
Juan: My relationship with Angela. I have to say that we are like pretty good 
friends with each other, and she’s very nice with me.   
Interviewer: So, you said you are pretty good friends. What makes you good 
friends with her, do you feel? 
Juan: Like, we get to laugh and play with each other. We tell like, um. We just 
like to play around sometimes. (Juan Interview 1).  
 
Wyatt stated that he not only saw her as the best teacher that he had ever had, but 
also suggested that Angela was like a best friend: 
Wyatt: It’s great [the relationship with Angela]. She is the best teacher I have ever 
had, even better than the others. She let’s have it easy on her stuff, and she’s 
like the best friend I have ever had. 
Interviewer: What makes her the best one? 
Wyatt: She is nicer. She has the right degree of teaching. That’s what I think. She 
helps everybody whenever they are sad or having something done that hurts 
them inside. (Wyatt Interview 1)  
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Randy felt that his relationship with Angela was good enough to feel comfortable 
talking to Angela about his problems: “I think, I think it is good. Whenever I have 
problems, I go and talk to her about it and stuff” (Randy Interview 1). Beth attributed her 
good relationship with Angela to their conversations and Angela’s willingness to help 
her:    
Beth: We have a good relationship. We talk a lot. 
Interviewer: Like what are some of things you talk about. 
Beth: Well, she is always helping me. She is asking me to help her. (Beth 
Interview 1) 
 
Heather suggested that her relationship with the teacher made the classroom feel 
comfortable:  
Heather: Usually, I feel sometimes like it is not even a classroom or like it is 
sometimes like home. 
Interviewer: Tell me more about that.   
Heather: Like sometimes when we are classroom like I am at home, because 
sometimes like when we learn like I would because it feels nice and 
comfortable.   
Interviewer: Why does it feel so comfortable? 
Heather:  Because, what is it called? I think it is because usually she does not yell 
at us too much. Like some teachers they yell. Like at my old school, the 
teacher yelled at us, and she made it feel like school. Angela she talks to 
us and explains it nicely. (Heather Interview 1) 
 
Heather’s words suggest that she associates school with teachers who yell and Angela’s 
class as a space that does not feel like school. 
The survey data supported the notion that the students believed that they had a 
good relationship with Angela (4.28). The ratings were high across all of the subgroups: 
minority students, 4.19; white students, 5.00; boys, 4.38; girls, 4.2; students who spoke a 
second language at home, 4.27; and, students who only spoke English, 4.29. Eight of the 
18 students rated Angela as a 5, seven students gave her a 4, and three students ranked 
her as 3. Students who rated her as a 4 or above rationalized their rating by suggesting: 
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(a) “I am good friends with my teacher” (Student Survey 6);  (b) “because she says 
something nice” (Student Survey 12); (c) “She always cheers me up when I am down” 
(Student Survey 16); (d) “Yes she is nice” (Student Survey 17); and, (e) “Because she is 
cool and she’s funny” (Student Survey 18). Of the two students who rated Angela as a 3, 
one believed that the student’s mood affected the relationship with the teacher, “When 
I’m in my own little mood” (Student Survey 9), while the other student justified her 
response by suggesting “because she has to have a relationship with other class 
members” (Student Survey 3). 
Teacher Listened to Students 
Students’ survey results also suggested that Angela listened to what they had to 
say (4.11). The results were consistent across all of the subgroups: minority students, 
4.13; white students, 4.00; boys, 4.13; girls, 4.1; students who spoke a second language at 
home, 4.09; and students who only spoke English, 4.14. Nine of the 19 students rated 
Angela with a 5, while four students rated her with a 4. Students who rated Angela with a 
4 or 5 suggested: (a) “When I talk she really listens” (Survey 1); (b) “Because it is her 
job,” (Student Survey 3); (c) “She likes hearing ideas,” (Student Survey 9); and, (d) “She 
listens to me always if there’s a question or answers” (Student Survey 13). Of the five 
students who rated Angela with a 3 (three students) or 2 (two students), three of the 
comments concluded: (a) “She doesn’t really let us speak when we are in trouble” 
(Student Survey 4); (b) “Sometimes she asked if we have anything to say” (Student 
Survey 6); and, (c) “She thinks I’m always trying to be funny” (Student Survey 16).  
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Students Felt Connected to the Teacher 
 The students suggested that, for the most part, they felt connected to the teacher 
(3.61). Five of the students rated Angela with a 5, six students gave her a 4, four students 
rated her with a 3, one student gave her a 2, and two students rated her with a 1. In this 
case, the comparative subgroups varied by more than 0.5: minority students, 3.69; white 
students, 3.00; boys, 4.00; girls, 3.3; students who spoke a second language at home, 
3.91; and, students who only spoke English, 3.14. Responses from students who rated 
Angela with a 4 or 5 included the following: (a) “Because she is the most sweetest, most 
generous, and funnies teacher” (Student Survey 12); (b) “I always feel connected with my 
teacher because she is like my best friend” (Student Survey 13); (c) “I know this because 
she is always welcoming me in her classroom” (Student Survey 14); and, (d) “Always 
because she is like my friend, (Student Survey 18). Students who rated Angela with a 3 or 
lower suggested: (a) “she might be nice, but I don’t feel that way” (Student Survey 16); 
(b) “Because I don’t relate to any teachers” (Student Survey 3); and, “She never talks to 
me a lot” (Student Survey 11).       
Teacher Concerned for Student Well-Being 
The students suggested that Angela was concerned about their well-being (4.22). 
The survey results across all subgroups were generally consistent: minority students, 
4.25; white students, 4.00; boys, 4.25; girls, 4.1; students who spoke a second language at 
home, 4.27; and, students who only spoke English, 4.14. Eight students gave Angela 5s, 
seven gave her 4s, two rated her with a 3, and one student rated her with a 2. The students 
who gave Angela a 4 or better suggested that she took actions that showed she cared 
about the students: (a) “When I don’t feel good she asks me are you ok, or do you need to 
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go to the nurse and that’s what I like about her” (Student Survey 1); (b) “She is always 
asking if I’m ok or if I need anything” (Student Survey 4); (c) “Because she always wants 
to make sure that everyone’s happy (Student Survey 9); (d) “Because she is a caring 
teacher” (Student Survey 12); and, (e) “Because Angela is very concerned about not only 
me, but others too and yes she is always concerned about my well-being” (Student 
Survey 11). The two students who rated Angela with a 3 suggested a positive aspect of 
the connection that the students had with her in their explanation of the rating: (a) 
“Because sometimes we sit and talk and other times we just mind our own business 
(Student Survey 3) and (b) “Whenever I get a conduct mark she tries to help me so I 
don’t get any more” (Student Survey 4). The only student who rated Angela below a 3 
rationalized her response by stating, “Because I usually come in the same attitude, 
normal” (Student Survey 8).  
Students’ Actions and Interactions 
 In addition to the students’ comments, the students’ interactions with Angela 
were also evidence of the students’ view of their relationship with her. During data 
collection period, 28 student-initiated hugs occurred between the teacher and student. 
During one instance, the class was coming back from lunch when a boy (Wyatt), who 
was returning from the bathroom, put his arms around Angela. Angela responded by 
putting her arm around Wyatt and the pair attempted to walk down the hallway as if they 
were doing the walk for which the musical group the Monkey’s are famous (Field Notes, 
5/29/09). During another instance, a boy approached the teacher during the last week of 
school, after the student award ceremony, hugged her, and began to cry (Field Notes, 
5/22/09). A third instance occurred when a student (Tonya), who had misbehaved earlier 
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in the day, approached the teacher after lunch and gave the teacher a hug (Field Notes, 
5/13/09). A fourth instance occurred a moment after it was announced that Angela’s class 
won the field day completion. After the announcement, each of the students (with the 
exception of Beth, who was absent) ran up to Angela and gave her a hug (resulting in 17 
of the hugs) (Field Notes, 5/22/09). A fifth instance occurred when a girl (Val) hugged 
Angela when the students returned from a field day assembly (Field Notes, 5/22/09).  
A sixth instance occurred when the students were returning from a recess. This 
time, a girl (Beth) put her heard on Angela’s shoulder and gave her a hug (Field Notes, 
5/19/09). As a result the following conversation took place:   
Angela:  Are you tired. 
Laila:      Un huh, I am your favorite. 
Angela:   I have a lot of favorites. 
Laila:      But, I am your favorites, right? 
Angela:     Laughs.   
 
A seventh instance included two boys (Dante and Connor), who hugged Angela while 
having their picture taken with her by their parents after the school awards ceremony 
(Field Notes, 5/22/09). In another instance, which was not a hug, but a sign of concern by 
one of Angela’s students occurred during field day. One of the students (Becky) noticed 
that Angela was walking with difficulty as she attempted to descend the bleachers. As a 
result, Becky, who was at the bottom of the bleachers, walked to the top, took Angela’s 
hand, and proceeded to assist her to the bottom (Field Notes, 5/22/09). In addition to the 
hugs Angela received from her students, she was consistently hugged by the second grade 
students, whom she had taught before she was switched to fourth grade. These students 
were observed giving hugs to Angela on a number of different occasions when they saw 
her passing in the school corridors.  
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 In the last week of school, Angela had the students discuss their thoughts about 
the year during “circle time.” Some of the comments told of the students’ thoughts about 
their relationship with Angela. Student were asked what they had thought when they were 
first told that they would be transferred to Angela’s class after being in their initial class 
for the first four weeks of school. Many of the students expressed concern: (a) “Scared 
because I had good friends [in the other class]” (Wyatt);  (b) “I was scared because I had 
to leave my teacher and friends” (Tonya); (c) “I really didn’t want to leave because of my 
friends” (Val); (d) “I didn’t want to go” (Phil); and, (e) “I felt like I would run away 
because I had good friends in the other class” (Sean) (Field Notes, 6/2/09). When asked 
how they felt now, four of the five students responded favorably and two of the students 
suggested a comment that related to the teacher-student relationship: (a) “I feel like it was 
better than with my original teacher” (Heather) and (b) “I felt happy because I am here 
with you [to the teacher]” (Sherri) (Field Notes 6/2/09). The one student, Sean, who 
responded negatively stated, “I felt like I wanted to stay” (Field Notes 6/2/09). Despite 
this student’s comment, he was overheard telling Angela on a different day, “Thank you 
for being my teacher” (Field Notes, 5/26/09). When asked what their favorite thing about 
the year was, of the 18 responses, two students made comments that related to the 
teacher-student relationship. Both responses were positive: (a) “Having you as my 
teacher” (Sabrina) (Field Notes, 6/2/09) and (b) “Everything” (Juan) (Field Notes, 
6/2/09). The student, Chandler, who had given a negative comment about moving from 
his other class, responded: “Nothing” (Field notes 6/2/09).  
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Students Felt Known 
The students’ responses to the survey question and their ratings of Angela suggest 
that they felt known by the teacher (3.61 average). Six of the 18 students rated Angela in 
this area with a 5; three students gave her a 4; six students scored her with a 3; two 
students gave her a 2, while one student gave her a 1. Nine of the 18 students or 50% 
rated Angela with a 4 or above, while three students, or approximately 17%, scored her 
below a 3. Students who gave Angela a 5 suggested the following: (a) “She asks me how 
my dad is doing and is making sure that he’s not in the hospital” (Student Survey 1); (b) 
“She knows I like cooking, art, and that I have a little sister” (Student Survey 2); (c) 
“Because, her and my mom are good friends and they talk about me” (Student Survey 3); 
(d) “She knows my parents also gives me stuff like things and she is the best teacher I 
ever had” (Student Survey 7); (e) “She knows what I do and that is reading and writing 
numbers” (Student Survey 14); and (f) “I always feel Angela knows me well” (Student 
Survey 17).  
Students who scored Angela with a 4 or 3 suggested: (a) “Because she can tell 
when something is wrong” (Student Survey 9); (b) “Because all my other teachers tell her 
about me” (Student Survey 12); and, (c) “Because she wants to know about you” 
(Student Survey 18). Students who indicated that Angela received a 3 suggested: (a) “She 
knows me because she asks me questions about my life” (Student Survey 4); (b) 
“Because she does not know how to describe me” (Student Survey 6); (c) “Because she 
has seem me  act whenever we do an assignment like id I like the assignment or not” 
(Student Survey 8); (d) “Only I talk to her about my concerns or talk to her about me like 
sometimes only when I need help with my work” (Student Survey 10); (e) “She really 
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just know my name and parents” (Student Survey 11); and, (f) “The teacher sometimes 
knows me well because she has conversations with me and learns about me” (Student 
Survey 13). The students who ranked Angela with a 2 or 1 stated: (a) “She sometimes 
touches base with my mom” (Student Survey 5); (b) “I don’t lie all the time” (Student 
Survey 15); and, (c) “If she know me well she would not have the talks with me” 
(Student Survey 16). Of the students who gave Angela a 4 or above, five were girls, and 
four were boys. The ratings of 4 or 5 were also used by students from most of the racial 
groups in the classroom: four Hispanic students, one White student, two students who 
identified as both African American and Hispanic, and two African-American students. 
The races of students who gave Angela a 1 or 2 included one white student and two 
African American students.   
Teacher took Personal Interest in Students 
Overall, students suggested on the survey that Angela took a personal interest in 
them (3.39). The students’ rating breakdown included four 5s, four 4s, four 3s, and five 
2s. In this case, about 44% of the students rated Angela above a 4, while approximately 
28% of the students gave her a 2. The students who gave Angela a 4 or a 5 suggested the 
following: (a) “Because she loves this class but sometimes I don't know” (Student Survey 
3); (b) “Sometimes. While she is teaching us she will call us up to her desk and she'll 
learn more about us” (Student Survey 4); (c) “Because she wants to know if I am doing 
ok” (Student Survey 6); (d) “When sick sends me to nurse to get check up and asks me 
what I do and what's the problem” (Student Survey 7); (e) “She always likes my grades 
especially in writing” (Student Survey 11); (f) “The way the teacher makes me feel good” 
(Student Survey 14); (g) “Because of the way I feel” (Student Survey 15);  and, (h) “She 
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always helps me on questions” (Student Survey 17). The five students who rated Angela 
as a 2 proclaimed: (a) “Whenever I get a conduct mark she tries to help me so I don't get 
any more” (Student Survey 5); (b) “Because while we were doing writing I had trouble 
writing and she tried to find out some stuff” (Student Survey 8); (c) “I don't know how 
she feels or things about me” (Student Survey 9); (d) “Not that I know of” (Student 
Survey 10); and, (e) “Not in a million years” (Student Survey 16). Of the students who 
gave Angela a rating of 4 or above, four were girls and four were boys. The rating of 4 or 
5 included all of the racial groups except white and Asian: two Hispanic students, one 
student who identified as both African American and Hispanic, four African American 
students, and one student who identified as Arabic. The races of students who gave 
Angela a 1 or 2 included one white, two African American, and two Hispanic students. 
Teacher Supported Students 
Students were asked a series of questions that related to the support that Angela 
provided for her students. When the students were asked to rate Angela in terms of their 
comfort level in relation to talking to Angela when something was bothering them, 
students gave her a 2.88 average. Seven of the 18 students or approximately 39% of them 
rated Angela with a 4 or 5 in this area. Five of the seven students who rated Angela with 
a 4 or 5 suggested that their comfort level related to the relationship that they had with 
Angela: (a) “Because she is kind of like a counselor” (Student Survey 3); (b) “Of course 
she’ll understand” (Student Survey 7); (c) “Because she always cares whatever is 
bothering me” (Student Survey 13); (d) “It helps me choose the right thing to do” 
(Student Survey 15); and, (e) “It is good to talk to people about stuff” (Student Survey 
17). One student suggested what they are interesting in talking to Angela “about my 
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classmates” (Student Survey 10). Another one of the students who rated Angela with a 4 
or 5 stated that they did feel comfortable talking with Angela when something was 
bothering them, but this student believed that some things were private: “Usually, but not 
all the times because some of this stuff is really private” (Student Survey 11).  
Two students rated Angela with a 3, five students ranked her as a 2, while four of 
the students scored her with a 1. Both students who rated Angela with a 3 suggested that 
they would rather talk to someone else or wanted to keep some things to themselves: 
“Cause I want to tell my parents first” (Student Survey1) and “Because there’s some 
things that I need to keep to myself” (Student Survey 12). One of the nine students who 
rated Angela with a 1 or 2 mentioned that they did feel comfortable talking with Angela: 
“I only talk to her when something is really bothering me (Student Survey 4). Two of the 
nine students suggested that the reason they do not talk to Angela about something that is 
bothering them results from something within them: (a) “Because nothing bothers me” 
(Student Survey 14) and (b) “I barely talk about what is bothering me” (Student Survey 
18). Another student who rated Angela with a 1 or 2 raised the theme of privacy: “What 
if it’s something personal” (Survey 9). Four of students who scored Angela with a 1 or 2 
explained the ratings in terms of relationship issues: (a) “Never did” (Student Survey 2), 
(b) “Not really” (Student Survey 6), (c) “I don’t like telling her what is going on” 
(Student Survey 7), and (d) “I don’t trust her” (Student Survey 16).  
In terms of the contrasting subgroups, only two groups (boys and students who a 
second language at home) gave Angela a 3 average or above. Boys rated Angela with a 
3.25 average, while students who spoke a second language at home rated Angela with a 
3.36. Minority students gave Angela a higher rating than white students (2.94 and 2.5, 
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respectively) and boys rated her higher than girls (3.25 and 2.6, respectively), while 
students who spoke a second language at home ranked Angela higher than students who 
only spoke English (3.36 and 2.14, respectively). Of the seven students who rated Angela 
with a 4 or 5, four were boys; all seven were minority students with six of those seven 
speaking a second language at home. Of the nine students who rated Angela with a 1 or 
2, six of them were girls, eight were minority students, and four only spoke English.      
When asked to rate Angela about their comfort level in relation to discussing 
problems that the students had in class with the teacher, the students also gave her a low 
rating, 2.83. Only four of the 18 students rated Angela with a 4 or 5, seven students rated 
her with a 3, four students rated her as a 2, and three students gave her a 1. The four 
students who scored Angela with a 4 or 5 concluded: (a) “Because I first talk to my dad, 
then I talk to her, but sometimes I’m scared” (Student Survey 7); (b) “I always talk to her 
about my problems” (Student Survey 13); (c) “It helps me know better” (Student Survey 
15); and, (d) “Yes, she helps with my problems” (Student Survey 17). Of the seven 
students who rated Angela with a 3, four of them stated that they did feel comfortable 
talking with her some of the time: (a) “Sometimes she asks” (Student Survey 2); (b) “I 
am always asking questions and making sure that I’m right” (Student Survey 4); (c) 
“When someone is messing with me she lets me talk to her” (Student Survey 5); and, (d) 
“I sometimes feel comfortable with telling the teacher about my problems” (Student 
Survey 6). Some of the students who rated Angela with a 3, 2, or 1 suggested that their 
rating might not have anything to do with the relationship that they had with the teacher; 
for example, (a) “Because I usually talk to my parents” (Student Survey 3); (b) “I usually 
do not have problems in school” (Student Survey 11); (c) “Cause I like to talk to my 
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parents more than my teachers” (Student Survey 1); (d) “Because some problems may be 
too personal” (Student Survey 9); and, (e) “Because I never have problems” (Student 
Survey 18). In contrast, two students who rated Angela with a 1 or 2 suggested that their 
relationship with the teacher was the reason that they would not discuss their issues with 
Angela: (a) “Because there is a lot I do not tell her” (Student Survey 12) and (b) “With 
her, no way” (Student Survey 16). 
In terms of the contrasting subgroups, only two groups (boys and students who 
spoke a second language at home) gave Angela a 3 average or above. Boys rated Angela 
with a 3 average, while student who spoke a second language at home rated Angela with 
a 3.09. Minority students gave Angela a higher rating than white students (2.88 and 2.5, 
respectively), boys rated her higher than girls (3 and 2.7, respectively), while students 
who spoke a second language at home ranked Angela higher than students who only 
spoke English (3.09 and 2.43, respectively). In fact, all three students who rated Angela 
with a 5 were minority students and boys. Two of the three also spoke a second language 
at home. However, all three students who rated Angela with a 1 were minority students, 
while two of the three were boys who spoke only English at home. 
Despite the students’ beliefs about their comfort with talking with Angela when 
they had problems, students also suggested that they believed that Angela would be 
available to them if they had a problem or if something was bothering them (3.44 
average). Nine of the 18 students, or 50%, rated Angela with a 4 or 5, while five students 
ranked her with a 3. Seven of the nine students indicated that their rating resulted because 
they recognized that Angela was willing to help them: (a) “I know when I have a problem 
she’s there for me” (Student Survey 1); (b) “She is always there for us” (Student Survey 
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4); (c) “Tell her almost everything on my mind” (Student Survey 7); (d) “ She would like 
to help all the time, when you need help” (Student Survey 8); (e) “Because I know that 
she will listen” (Student Survey 14); (f) “I feel better when I tell her” (Student Survey 
15); and, (g) “Usually she talks to me” (Student Survey 17). All five students who rated 
Angela with a 3 suggested that Angela was available to them: (a) “Yes” (Student Survey 
2); (b) “She is sometimes busy so not all the time” (Student Survey 6); (c) “I usually have 
to talk about my feelings about things” (Student Survey 11); (d) “Sometimes she can help 
me on a question” (Student Survey 13); and, (e) “Sometimes I ask her if she can help me 
on a math problem” (Student Survey 18). 
 Only four students, or approximately 22%, scored Angela with a 1 or 2. Two of 
these students suggested that the reason was that they did not have issues for which they 
need to talk to the teacher: (a) “I never have had a problem” (Student Survey 3) and (b) 
“Because I don’t have any problems or something bothering me” (Student Survey 8). In 
contrast, one of the students who rated Angela with a 1 or 2 suggested criticism for the 
teacher in their rating: “Barely, she thinks that she has busier things” (Student Survey 
16). Another student who rated Angela with a 1 had a comment that did not match the 
rating: “She never does not ask me if there is something bothering me” (Student Survey 
6). The results were consistent across all of the contrasting subgroups: Minority students, 
3.44; white students, 3.5; boys, 3.5; girls, 3.4; students who spoke a second language at 
home, 3.45; and, students who only spoke English at home, 3.43. 
Although some students suggested that they would not want to talk to Angela if 
they had problems, most suggested that Angela provided help and support when they 
needed it. Overall, the students suggested that Angela provided help and support when 
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needed (4.33 average). Eleven of the students rated Angela with a 5, while four of the 
students ranked her with a 4. In total, 15 students, or approximately 83%, rated Angela 
with a 4 or 5. The students who rated Angela with a 4 or 5 thought that Angela was 
helpful: (a) “Like if I get stuck on a problem she helps me” (Student Survey 1); (b) “ She 
is very helpful and giving” (Student Survey 4); (c) “When I’m stuck on a problem she 
comes and helps me” (Student Survey 5); (d) “She gives us help when we need it” 
(Student Survey 6); (e) “When I need help and she’ll always give me support” (Student 
Survey 7); (f) “She always helps me with my work, very nice” (Student Survey 9); (g) 
“When I ask or when she asks” (Student Survey 10); and, (h) “she always helps me when 
we’re stuck” (Student Survey 13). Of the other three students, two students rated her with 
a 3 and one rated her with a 1. The only student who rated Angela with a 1 suggested that 
the reason for the low rating was because no help was needed: “I don’t need any” 
(Student Survey 2). The two students who rated Angela with a 3 suggested that she did 
help them: (a) “In math or anything else that I need help with” (Student Survey 16) and 
(b) “Sometimes [she] tells me to help her with some stuff” (Student Survey 18). The 
results were consistent across all of the contrasting subgroups: minority students, 4.31; 
white students, 4.5; boys, 4.25; girls, 4.4; students who spoke a second language at home, 
4.18; and, students who only spoke English at home, 4.57. 
Teacher Respected and Appreciated Students 
The student survey data suggested that the students felt that Angela respected and 
appreciated them for themselves. The students gave Angela an average rating of a 4.56 in 
this area. Fifteen of the 18 students rated Angela with a 5, two students scored her with a 
3, and one student gave her a 1. The students who rated her with a 5 posited: (a) “She 
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treats each student like her children” (Survey 4); (b) “She doesn’t single me out for who I 
am” (Survey 5); (c) “She never said anything mean to me” (Survey 7); (d) “Because she 
never tells me to change myself” (Survey 8); (e) “She respects me because she cares for 
us” (Survey 5); (f) “She is nice to me about who I am” (Survey 16); and, (g) “She 
respects me because she cares about me” (Survey 17 & 18). The three students who 
scored Angela with a 3 or less in this area suggested: “I don’t know” (Survey 8 & 9) and 
“Not very much” (Survey 6).  
Regardless of the students’ race, gender, or the languages that they spoke in 
addition to English, the data from these subgroups indicated that the students believed 
Angela respected and appreciated the students for who they are. Minority students (4.5) 
and white students (5) both rated Angela with a 4.5 or above and were not significantly 
different. However, boys (5.0) rated Angela 0.8 higher than girls (4.2). In fact, all three 
students who rated Angela with a 3 or lower were girls. Students who spoke a second 
language at home rated Angela slightly higher in this area (4.64 versus 4.43). Two of the 
three students who rated Angela with a 3 or below were students who spoke a second 
language at home. 
Teacher Valued Difference 
The students in Angela’s class indicated that they believed that she valued their 
difference by giving her a 4.17 rating on the survey. Nine of the 18 students scored her in 
this area with a 5, while four of the students rated her with a 4. Students who rated her 
with a 4 or 5 accounted for about 72%, or 13 students. Four of the students gave Angela a 
3 and one student scored her with a 2. The students who rated her with 4 or 5 indicated: 
(a) “Yes” (Survey 1, 2); (b) “She is always nice to me” (Survey 5); (c) “Yes, she is nice 
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like that” (Survey 7); (d) “She likes me for who I am” (Survey 8); (e) “She treats 
everyone the same” (Survey 9); (f) “She usually values my differences” (Survey 13); and, 
(g) Yes, she would do that even when we’re the same” (Survey 14). Most students who 
scored Angela with a 3 or 2 provided a comment that did not match their rating. For 
example, the student who rated her with a 2 suggested “because she does” (Survey 12). 
The comment by this student suggested that the student recognizes that the teacher does 
value his/her differences. Other comments that did not seem to match the rating included: 
(a) “yes” (Survey 4); (b) “Sometimes she values my differences” (Survey 6); and, (c) “I 
like the way that she treats me” (Survey 16).  
 When the students ratings in this area are divided into subgroups, all six 
subgroups rated Angela with a 3.5 or higher. Thus, regardless of subgroup, the students 
indicated that they believed that Angela valued their differences. Two of the three sets of 
contrasting subgroups rated her within 0.3 of each other: (a) girls at 4.3 versus boys at 4.0 
and (b) students who only spoke English at 4.14 versus students who spoke a second 
language at home at 4.18. Seven of the students who rated Angela with a 4 or 5 were 
girls, while six of them were boys. Eight of the students who rated Angela with a 4 or 5 
were students who spoke a second language at home, while five of them only spoke 
English. The contrasting subgroup which differed by a slightly less than a 1-point average 
was found in the White (3.50) and minority (4.25) student subgroups. In this category, the 
two white students rated Angela very differently. One white student was the only 
classmate to rate Angela with a 2, while the other white student scored her with a 5. Eight 
of the 16 minority students rated Angela with a 5, four gave her a 4, while four scored her 
with a 3. Twelve of the 16 minority students, or 75%, rated Angela with a 4 or above. 
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Teacher Considered Students’ Feelings 
When the students were asked if the teacher considered their feelings, the students 
rated Angela with a 3.39 average. The students’ ratings included six ratings of 5, two 
ratings of 4, five ratings of 3, three ratings of 2, and two ratings of 1. In this area, only 
eight of the 18 students, or 44%, gave Angela a 4 or above. The students who rated 
Angela as a 4 or 5 suggested: (a) “She understands how I feel and I like that” (Survey 1); 
(b) “Sometimes she cares” (Survey 2); (c) “She is always making sure that I am 
comfortable” (Survey 4); (d) “My papa is in the hospital and she asked about him and 
how I feel” (Survey 5); (e) “The teacher usually considers my feelings” (Survey 6); (f) 
“She is always concerned” (Survey 9); and, (g) “Because of the way I feel” (Survey 17). 
Students who rated Angela with a 3 stated: (a) “Because there is more people than just 
me” (Survey 12); (b) “She sometimes considers my feelings” (Survey 13); and, (c) “She 
sometimes asks me how I feel” (Survey 18). The students who rated Angela with a 2 or 
below mentioned: (a) “Because I rarely talk about my feelings” (Survey 7); (b) “I don’t 
tell her what is going on in my life” (Survey 8); (c) “Because I never like to talk about 
them, rarely” (Survey 10); (d) “I don’t really have an attitude or anything like that” 
(Survey 11); and, (e) “She barely asks me my feelings” (Survey 16).   
All of the average ratings from the three sets of contrasting subgroups were a 3 or 
higher. One of the three contrasting subgroups differed by more than 0.5, while two 
group averages were closer than 0.5. Minority students rated Angela lower (3.31) than 
their white classmates (4.0). The two groups where the subgroups differed by less than 
0.5 included students who only spoke English (3.43) and students who spoke a language 
other than English at home (3.2), and girls (3.6) and boys (3.13). Of the eight students 
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who rated Angela with a 4 or 5, only one of the students was White. Six of the eight 
students who scored Angela with a 4 or 5 were girls and four of the eight students were 
students who spoke a second language at home. Of the five students who rated Angela 
with a 1 or 2, three were girls and three spoke a second language at home. All five 
students who rated Angela with a 1 or 2 were minority students (the remaining White 
students rated Angela with a 3).  
Students’ Sense of Belonging 
Overall, students’ ratings of 4.33 indicated a belief that Angela made them feel as 
if they belonged in the classroom. Thirteen of the 18 students rated Angela with a 5 in 
this area, two of the students scored her with a 4, two students ranked her as a 2, and one 
student rated her with a 1. Fifteen of the 18 students, or about 83%, rated Angela with a 4 
or higher in this area. Students who rated Angela with a 4 or 5 suggested: (a) “She makes 
us feel like we want to be there” (Survey 1); (b) “ She is always encouraging me and 
saying, ‘What would I do without y’all” (Survey 4); (c) “She helps me fit in” (Survey 5); 
(d) “Because I get along good with the teacher and students” (Survey 8); (e) “She is very 
nice and helping” (Survey 9); (f) “Like my report card, she said she is happy to have me 
in her class” (Survey 11); (g) “Because she is the best teacher” (Survey 12); and, (h) 
“Yes, because she is nice” (Survey 17). Of the three students who rated Angela with a 1 
or 2, two responses clearly suggested that they did not feel they belonged to the class: (a) 
“Because I don’t like this class” (Survey 3) and (b) “By the way she treats me” (Survey 
16). The only student who rated Angela with a 1 had a rating that does not seem to match 
the comment: “Because I already feel like it” (Survey 2). All of the students in the 
contrasting subgroups rated Angela with an average above 4: (a) white students, 5; 
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minority students, 4.25; boys, 4.63; girls, 4.1; students who only speak English, 4.57; 
and, students who speak second language at home, 4.18. Of the 15 students who rated 
Angela with a 4 or 5 in this area: eight were girls and seven were boys; nine only spoke 
English; thirteen were minority students; and, two were white students. Of the three 
students who rated Angela with a 2 or 1, all were minority students; two were girls; and 
two spoke a second language at home.  
Relationship Strengths and Weaknesses 
When asked about the strengths and weaknesses of the type of relationship that 
Angela attempted to create with the students seven of the 10 students interviewed 
(Sanjuanita, Heather, Beth, Randy, Felix, Juan, and Wyatt) could not think of a weakness. 
Of the three students who suggested weaknesses, only two of them (Sherri and Val) 
related their response to the type of relationship that Angela created in the classroom. Val 
suggested that the weakness was that “She’ll know your secrets” (Val Interview 2) 
whereas Sherri suggested, “Sometimes she just doesn’t want to talk…Like in the morning 
we will try to ask her a question, and she says just go sit down” (Sherri Interview 2).  
Seven of the 10 students suggested at least one strength for the relationship that 
Angela created. Of the three students who suggested that there was a weakness to the 
type of relationship Angela created, all three were also able to suggest a strength. Six of 
the 10 students interviewed suggested that Angela’s strength could be associated with the 
way that she attempted to relate to them and/or her supportive nature: (a) “She does all 
kinds of stuff to relate to us… Like I said before, parties, playing with Play Dough, 
reading, going outside to kickball and on the playground” (Phil Interview 2); (b) “Asking 
the questions, talking about herself and asking if it is related to that and others” (Wyatt 
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Interview 2); (c) “She will set us aside and asks us questions like how is your family 
doing and stuff” (Sherri Interview 2); (d) “She always helps them whenever they need it. 
Like, she gives them personal. Each kid they get private time with her behind her desk in 
the hiding spot that she has” (Beth Interview 2); (e) “Like proudness, supportive, and 
kind of stuff like that” (Sanjuanita Interview 2); and, (f) “Because she like knows like a 
whole lot about us, and sometimes like, some kids tell her about stuff that is going in 
their lives. So I don’t think she has too much of weak relationship” (Heather Interview 2). 
The seventh student who suggested a strength indicated an appreciation for Angela’s use 
of what she knows about the students in her teaching: “All the stuff she learns she can put 
in her teaching for science, social studies, any kind of subject” (Val Interview 2). 
Students’ Overall Ratings 
When analyzing each individual student rating of Angela across all of the 21 
survey questions, only two students, or about 11%, gave Angela a rating level of 2. 
Approximately 72%, or 13, students gave Angela a rating level of 3, while the remaining 
three students rated Angela in the 4s. Nine students or 50% rated Angela with a 3.5 or 
higher. The average rating for the students was relatively consistent across all of the 
contrasting subgroups. Minority students’ average rating was only 0.3 lower than White 
students (3.52 and 3.55, respectively). Boys’ average rating was only 0.10 higher than 
that of girls (3.58 and 3.48, respectively). The largest difference between subgroups, 
0.22, was between students who spoke a second language at home (3.61) and those who 
spoke only English (3.39). The student survey data can be further examined by analyzing 
the average rating for each of the ethnic groups with which the students identified 
themselves. Each group rated Angela in the 3s (see Appendix L for student ratings 
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disseminated by ethnic group). The Middle Eastern student (n=1) rated Angela the 
highest (3.76). The next highest rating (3.62) was a tie between the Asian (n=1) and the 
Hispanic students (n=7). The remaining three racial groups in descending order were as 
follows: (a) White students (n=2) at 3.55, (b) African American students (n=5) at 3.44, 
and (c) students who identified as belonging to multiple races (n=2) at 3.19.  
Impact of the Teacher-Student Relationship on the Students 
Data from the student interviews and student survey yielded the theme that the 
teacher-student relationship had a positive impact on students. From this theme emerged 
the following categories: (a) teacher-students relationships and the impact on learning, (b) 
teacher-student relationships and the impact on effort, (c) teacher sharing and the impact 
on learning, (d) learning about students and the impact on effort, and (e) teacher caring 
and the impact on students. 
Teacher-Student Relationships and the Impact on Learning 
  All 10 of the students who were interviewed suggested that they had a good 
relationship with Angela. Eight of the 10 students suggested that having a good 
relationship with Angela positively affected their learning. However, only four students 
could explain why they believed that having a good relationship with Angela affected 
their learning. Sanjuanita suggested, “Like if I was mad at her I would still probably 
listen to her. But, if someone was mad and didn’t like her they probably wouldn’t hear a 
thing” (Sanjuanita Interview 2). Wyatt suggested that the relationship related to a sense of 
understanding each other: “Because we can know that she understands me” (Wyatt 
Interview 2). Phil believed that having a good relationship with Angela made him do his 
work: “I don’t know it just makes me work better” (Phil Interview 2). Val concluded that 
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she learned more because she was worried about what the teacher would think if she did 
not put forth effort: “I don’t want her to think I’m not her friend anymore” (Val Interview 
2).  
Teacher-Student Relationship and the Impact on Effort 
 Nine of the 10 students suggested that the relationship with Angela resulted in 
their trying harder than if they had a teacher with whom they did not have a good 
relationship. The one student who did not indicate such an impact as a result of the 
relationship was the student who had difficultly answering many of the questions and, in 
this case, could not answer the question. Five of the nine students suggested that they 
wanted to try hard because they wanted the teacher to be pleased with them: (a) “It is like 
whenever she has everything in her head, she expects us to do our best and like stuff like 
she gives us” (Beth Interview 2); (b) “It feels good for her to be proud of you” 
(Sanjuanita Interview 2); (c) “So it can make her happy. So she is not always mad and so 
she is happy” (Heather Interview 2); (d) “So I can show to her that I am improving in 
what I am doing” (Phil Interview 2); and, (e) “To make her happy” (Randy Interview 2). 
Four students suggested that they tried harder because if they did not, it would affect their 
relationships with Angela: (a) “Well, you want her to stay your friend” (Val Interview 2); 
(b) “Because we always want to have a good relationship. So she can have more 
relationship with you” (Wyatt Interview 2); (c) “You could think that Angela is your 
good friend and she is like cheering you on to pass this stuff” (Juan Interview 2); and, (d) 
“Yeah, because knowing that I have a good relationship makes me want to try really, 
really hard, because she’s got my back and stuff” (Sherri Interview 2).   
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Teacher Sharing and the Impact on Learning 
Juan, Phil, Beth, and Val suggested that Angela’s sharing led to increased 
learning. Of these four students, two expressed their thoughts about why the teacher’s 
sharing affected their learning: “So if we mess up, she could tell s a story, and we might 
figure it out and we come back to it. She might say good job” (Phil Interview 2) and (b) 
“Because she expects us and what we do. I will redo it. She expects us to do our best job 
and like to let her know we are there whenever we need help” (Beth Interview 2). Two 
students suggested that having Angela share about herself only resulted in learning about 
the teacher: “So we can get a little bit better knowing. Knowing about her and her 
husband” (Wyatt Interview 2) and “Makes me want to learn about Angela, my own 
teacher, and stuff” (Sherri Interview 2).  
Learning about Students and the Impact on Effort 
All students except Felix, who could not answer, and Sanjuanita suggested that 
Angela’s efforts to learn about them positively affected their effort. However, only five 
students could articulate their view. Wyatt suggested that his effort increased because 
Angela “always wants to find out what’s wrong and not wrong” (Wyatt Interview 2). 
Randy and Heather related trying harder to making the teacher happy: “So that she can be 
happy with me” (Randy Interview 2) and “So she can be happy and we don’t like to put 
her in a bad mood much” (Heather Interview 2). Sherri suggested that because she and 
Angela know about each other, she has nothing to worry about: “Yes, she knows about 
me and I know about her and I have nothing to worry about. So I just try hard because I 
have nothing to worry about” (Sherri Interview 2). Val believed that there should be a 
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sense of give and take between her and the teacher: “Well, if she learns about me that 
least I can do is make 100s in return” (Val Interview 2).  
Teacher Care and the Impact on Students 
Eight of the 10 students interviewed suggested that Angela’s caring for them 
affected their learning. Felix, who could not answer the question, and Randy were the 
only students not to express this view. Juan suggested that he tried harder because Angela 
cared about him: “It makes me try harder when she cares about me. Well, it makes me try 
harder because she cares about me” (Juan Interview 2). Wyatt suggested that Angela’s 
caring was evident because she was willing to help: “Because she always wants to help” 
(Wyatt Interview 2). Sanjuanita recognized Angela’s caring nature because Angela made 
her feel comfortable in the classroom: “Because if they really want to know them, they 
want to make you feel comfortable and might help you and it feels really good” 
(Sanjuanita Interview 2). Val and Beth felt that Angela’s caring made them not want to 
disappoint her: “She cares about me so much if I make bad grades, she is going to be like, 
‘oh, no’” (Val Interview 2) and “It makes me try harder because I know she is going to 
have something to say to me whenever I like fail the test or something” (Beth Interview 
2). 
Students’ Views of the Importance of Creating Relationships with Teachers 
The students’ were asked a series of interview questions about the relationships 
they would create with their students if they were a teacher. From these questions 
emerged the following categories: (a) students’ beliefs about teacher-student 
relationships, (b) students’ beliefs about teachers’ sharing, and (c) students’ beliefs about 
teachers’ learning about students.  
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Students’ Beliefs about Teacher-Student Relationships 
When the students were asked if they were teachers would they want to get to 
know their students, all 10 students indicated that they would. Six students suggested that 
they would get to know their students so that they could have a good relationship with 
them: (a) “I feel like you have to have a connection between you and your students 
because sometimes like you want them to tell what is wrong with them and how they are 
feeling” (Beth Interview 2); (b) “If you don’t know your students, like you have to know 
what they like and stuff because you can make that and put all of the stuff that they like 
in their teaching” (Val Interview 2); (c) “So they wouldn’t know that I’m a stranger and I 
am trying to figure out what they do best and what kind of life they have, and eventually 
they will know about me too” (Phil Interview 2); (d) “To have them know me better” 
(Randy Interview 2); (e) “So I can know more about them and to see if they are good 
people” (Felix interview 2); and, (f) “Because you don’t know maybe, probably they 
might be fun to be with” (Sanjuanita Interview 2). Two students suggested that learning 
about their students would help them teach students: “I know what they are like, and if 
there are any problems I know how to deal with it and like know more about them so I 
know what they are like” (Heather Interview 2) and “Because they are going to be in my 
class for a whole year, and even if I don’t like them, I have to like them for a year” 
(Sherri Interview 2). One student equated learning about students as something that the 
best teachers do, “Because I would always like have them have and make them think I 
am the best teacher in the world” (Wyatt Interview 2).  
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Students’ Beliefs about Teachers’ Learning about Students 
When asked what the students would learn about their students if they were 
teachers, eight of the 10 students were able to articulate their thoughts. Five students 
suggested that they would want to learn about what was going on in the students’ lives 
outside of school: (a) “Like how they are doing at home and stuff and like what they use 
math questions and practice with their parents and stuff and reading” (Juan Interview 2); 
(b) “Like if you have any sisters or anything or brothers” (Val Interview 2); (c) “Like a 
little about their childhood, about their parents, and a little of what’s their favorite color 
and stuff” (Sherri Interview 2); (d) “What their life is like outside of school” (Randy 
Interview 2); and, (e) “Like what you do in the summer, what you do over the weekends, 
and that” (Felix Interview 2).  Beth indicated that learning about a student’s life outside 
of school is the basic information that a teacher should know about students: “I would 
want to learn about like what happened yesterday, are you okay, and what happened at 
the times. You know, the basis” (Beth Interview 2). Heather proposed that her sharing 
would depend on the student and what the student wanted her to know: “I would learn 
about like, it depends what they want me to know. I don’t want to know anything that is 
too personal” (Heather Interview 2). Sanjuanita posited that she would want to learn 
about “How smart they are and how fun” (Sanjuanita Interview 2).   
Students’ Beliefs about Teachers’ Sharing 
All students interviewed suggested that if they were a teacher, they would share 
information about themselves with their students. Six students suggested that they would 
share information about themselves with students so that students would know them 
better: (a) So they can know part of my life too” (Phil Interview 2); (b) “For they can 
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know more about me” (Felix Interview 2); (c) “So that kids can know me better” (Randy 
Interview 2); (d) “So they know something about me. Like so they know about me and so 
that sometimes that will probably maybe tell me something about them. So that way we 
would now each other” (Heather Interview 2); (e) “Because just like I said I am going to 
have them for a whole year and you are you just going to have to get along with them” 
(Sherri Interview 2); and, (f) “Well, like I would tell them that so they could like know 
me more too as I know them. So they know what I do and stuff” (Juan Interview 2). 
 Three students rationalized their beliefs about sharing as a way to help students 
enjoy school: (a) “So I can make the class having a little joyful time and have it funny 
time” (Wyatt Interview 2); (b) “So they would be more interested in it” (Val Interview 2); 
and, (c) “I want to see if they are interested” (Sanjuanita Interview 2). Beth characterized 
her views about sharing in terms of making students feel comfortable: “To help them 
understand, like, what I am talking about… I mean, let them understand what I am 
talking about…Yeah, in the subjects and sometimes I will just say about myself to make 
them feel more comfortable” (Beth Interview 2).  
Six students suggested that they would share information about their life outside 
of school: (a) “I would share something like what is going on in my life or like if I have a 
cousin or something is wrong with them and I would let them know what is happening” 
(Heather Interview 2); (b) “Stuff about family and me and stuff like that” (Sherri 
Interview 2); (c) “The things that I do at, the stuff that I do at home” (Randy Interview 2); 
(d) “That my class won the championship for track and field. I have an awesome family” 
(Phil Interview 2); (e) “What happened to me at summer” (Felix Interview 2); and, (f) 
“About exciting stories that happened to me” (Sanjuanita Interview 2). Juan suggested 
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that it was important for a teacher to share about his/her life outside of school because “I 
think that it is important [to share information about myself if I were a teacher] because 
like I want to show them what I am doing like when I am out of school and out of 
teaching” (Juan Interview 2). Three students suggested that the information that they 
would share would relate to their teaching: (a) “Like how I would like do math question, 
like add it up at stores and stuff, like Angela does” (Juan Interview 2); (b) “I would share 
about like in the subjects, like say like I saw the Alamo whenever I was driving up, and I 
know then that it was going to be an excellent adventure” (Beth Interview 2); and, (c) 
“Stuff about my mom, stuff that is related to the subject” (Val Interview 2).  
Data from this study present a picture of a teacher’s attempts to create a 
relationships-driven classroom community by focusing on teacher-student relationships 
and the students’ perspectives of a teacher who uses such a philosophy. Angela believed 
that creating relationships with students was a major component of her philosophy, and 
resulted in improved student learning and fewer discipline problems. In addition, Angela 
believed that actions needed to be taken throughout the year to create and maintain the 
teacher-student relationships. Although the students indicated that they recognized and 
appreciated many of Angela’s attempts to create such relationships, they did not 
recognize a few of Angela’s attempts and expressed surprised upon hearing that Angela 
took such actions. Yet, the students suggested that if they were teachers they would 
implement many of Angela’s strategies to create and maintain teacher-students 
relationships.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  
The purpose of this qualitative study was to use grounded theory and case study 
methods to identity and describe the ways that an upper elementary school teacher made 
her students feel known and respected for who they are by creating a relationship-driven 
classroom. Analyzing how a teacher created and maintained a relationship-driven 
classroom can provide information that can be used to improve existing classroom 
community models and teacher-student relationships. The following research questions 
guided this study:  
1. How does a teacher create and maintain teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
2. What are the teacher’s perceptions of the teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
3.  How do students respond to the teacher-student relationship in a relationship-
driven classroom community? 
4. What are the students’ perceptions of teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community? 
The research questions were categorized into the following groups: (a) teacher’s 
perception of creating a relationships-driven classroom, (b) teacher’s creation and 
maintenance of a relationships-driven classroom, (c) students’ view of teacher and 
classroom, (d) students’ view of the teacher-student relationship, (e) impact of the 
teacher–student relationship on the students, and (f) students’ view of the importance of 
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creating relations with teacher. The data from this study shed light on a new construct of 
relationships, i.e., making students feel known and respected for who they are.  
             Teacher’s Perception of Creating a Relationships-Driven Classroom 
 In schools today, the emphasis on students passing tests and making teachers 
accountable creates pressure on teachers (Pianta & Walsh, 1996). Thus, there is little 
encouragement for teachers to create positive relationships with their students because it 
takes time away from teaching (Zionts, 2005). Despite this, Angela not only believed that 
creating relationships with her students were important, but she also stated that these 
relationships were the centerpiece of her teaching philosophy. Furthermore, most 
literature suggests that teacher-student relationships are important in a classroom setting 
(Friedman, 2006; Martin & Dowson, 2009; O’Connor & McCartney, 2007; Pianta, 1999, 
2006; Pianta, Belsky, Vandergrift, Houts, & Morrison, 2008; Watson & Ecken, 2003), 
yet Martin & Dowson suggested that relationships should be the foundation of teaching 
and instruction. Therefore, Angela’s focus on teacher-student relationships is unique.  
Angela suggested that the relationships that she created with her students resulted 
in student’s academic success and suggested that without a positive relationship with her, 
her students would not be successful. Angela’s assertion that teacher–student 
relationships can affect students’ success at school is well supported (Bransford, Brown, 
& Cocking, 1999; Cameron, Connor, & Morrison, 2005; Creasey et al., 1997; Culp, 
Hubbs-Tait, Culp, & Starost, 2000; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Field, Diego, & Sanders, 
2002; Hamre & Pianta, 2005, 2007; Martin, Marsh, McInerney, Green, & Dowson, 2007; 
Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997). Although the data collected did not focus on 
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investigating the link between student learning and teacher-student relationships, 
comparing Angela’s students’ state test scores to the school, district, and state averages 
suggests that such evidence could exist. Of the17 students who took the state test in 
writing and reading, the subjects that Angela taught and in which the students were 
tested, all passed the writing and mathematics tests.  
Angela’s students achieved a higher passing rate in the state tests on writing and 
mathematics than did students in the same school, the district, and the state. However, 
Angela’s class began to set itself apart in terms of its number of commended students (the 
highest rating in Texas). Of Angela’s class, 11 were commended students in writing and 
10 were commended students in math. The percentage of Angela’s students who 
achieved the commended rating was 65% in writing and 58% in mathematics. Her 
students achieved a commended rating at a higher rate than the school in writing (58%) 
and mathematics (49%) and significantly higher than the district and state in writing 
(33% and 32%, respectively) and mathematics (34% and 40%, respectively). 
Furthermore, the classes’ commended ratings in each of the ethnic subgroups were higher 
than the state averages. In comparison in writing, White students were 10% higher, 
African American students, 61% higher, and Hispanic students, 12% higher. In 
mathematics, the results were also notable: for White (same percentage, but she only had 
two students), African American students, 53% higher, but lower by 6% than the state 
average for Hispanic students. Overall, in Angela’s classroom, 67% of minority students 
were commended in writing and 60% in mathematics, which are impressive results in a 
school with the demographics of Cassel Elementary School. 
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These results are noteworthy when compared to the school, district, and state, but 
Angela’s students’ scores are even more exceptional when one considers the national 
achievement gap between African American and Hispanic students (Gay, 2000, 2006) 
and White students in reading and mathematics (Education Trust, 2004, 2006, 2009). The 
reason for Angela’s students’ success, especially those of her minority students, in 
achieving passing and commended rates on the Texas’ writing and mathematics tests 
could be a result of the teacher-student relationship (Gay, 2000, 2006; Irvine, 1990; 
Milner, 2006; Nieto, 2000; Noddings, 2005) and the students’ perception of Angela 
caring about them (Weinstein et al., 2004).          
In addition to improved learning, Angela suggested that having relationships with 
students resulted in improved student behavior and made her classroom discipline easier. 
Again, there is support for this determination in the literature (Anderman & Anderman, 
2010; Rimm-Kaufman, La Paro, Pianta, & Downer, 2005; Rogoff et al., 2001; Skinner, 
Bryant, Coffman, & Campbell, 1998; Vitto, 2003; Wolk, 2002). Angela further 
maintained that students shared their thoughts with her because they were comfortable 
with her, knew her expectations, and benefited from the personalized attention. Angela 
suggested that she also benefited as a result of the relationships that she created with her 
students. Friedman (2006) concluded that positive relationships with students can reduce 
teacher burnout and increase personal satisfaction with teaching and posited that student 
disrespect and lack of attentiveness are contributors to teacher burnout. It may be 
reasonable to conclude that Angela’s use of relationships could be a factor in her 
continuing passion for teaching after 26 years. 
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Teacher’s Creation and Maintenance of a Relationships-Driven Classroom  
 Angela’s efforts to create and maintain teacher-student relationships in the 
classroom suggest that she not only espouses a philosophy, but she also takes action to 
ensure that her philosophy is applied. Angela’s practices highlighted four key points (a) 
teacher-student relationships need to be mutual, (b) every interaction that the teacher has 
with the students can impact each individual teacher-student relationship and affects the 
classroom community, (c) the teacher needs to relate the curriculum to the students and 
the teacher to further develop the relationship, and (d) creating and maintaining teacher-
student relationships are an ongoing process that continues throughout the year. As 
previously mentioned, Angela’s techniques for creating and maintaining teacher-student 
relationships include (a) calm demeanor, (b) student-friendly teaching style, (c) teacher 
sharing, (d) learning about students, and (e) including students and teacher into teaching. 
An outline designed to guide teachers in creating and maintaining such relationships has 
been created (see Appendix M for teacher guidelines).  
 It was interesting to note how she used her calm demeanor to maintain 
relationship with her students. She was able to project a “get with it” message to students 
without yelling or being negative, often doing so with humor and jokes. Angela’s 
classroom approach appears to be effective because she understands that “an overreliance 
on common discipline strategies such as reactive strategies, punishment, harsh comments, 
nagging, yelling, and power struggles, to name just a few, can hurt teacher-student 
relationships” (Vitto, 2003, p. x). Thus, she has found ways to communicate behavior 
expectations to her students that do not negatively affect the student-teacher relationship 
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(Goldsmith, 2007; Vitto), while still maintaining classroom discipline. Such practices are 
considered effective management for students in urban settings (Milner, 2006).  
Angela’s student-friendly teaching, also seemed to help maintain her teacher-
student relationships. She allowed students to make choices in the classroom about when 
events such as tests would occur and allowed students to express their opinions. Giving 
students a voice in the classroom (Burden, 2006; Charney, 2002; Denton & Kriete, 2000; 
DeVries & Zan, 1994; Kohn, 1996, 1999; Marzano, Marzano, et al., 2003; Noddings, 
2005; Solomon, Watson, Delucchi, et al., 1988; Rogoff, et al., 2001; Watson & Battistich, 
2006; Weinstein & Mignano, 1993; Wolk, 2002) and choices within the curriculum 
(Burden, 2006; Kohn, 1996, 1999; Rogoff et al.) are widely accepted practices in 
teaching. Yet, the typical rationale for giving students a voice and/or choice in the 
classroom focuses on student motivation (Burden, 2006), creating a sense of belonging 
(Watson & Battistich), and/or showing care (Nodding, 1984, 2002, 2005) rather than how 
such practices can affect teacher-student relationships, which was Angela’s focus. In 
addition, Angela provided positive support and reinforcement to her students, which are 
deemed acceptable classroom practices (Deporter, et al., 1999; Saphier & Gower, 1997; 
Watson & Ecken, 2003; Wolfgang, 2005). Again, Angela included such practices as ways 
to build and maintain teacher-student relationships although these practices are often 
associated with creating community (Watson & Ecken) and/or showing care (Nodding, 
1984, 2002, 2005). A possible reason that Angela’s students enjoyed her teaching and 
found success in her classroom might have been a result of her establishing bonds with 
students, because the way teachers treat students are characteristic of effective classroom 
management in urban schools (Milner, 2006). Although many have suggested that 
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teacher-student relationships are important, Vitto (2003) has suggested that relationships 
should the core of a teacher’s philosophy; thus teachers should implement a calm 
demeanor and a student-friendly teaching style. 
 Angela wanted students to see her as a real person. For this reason, she told 
students about how she struggles with learning and her struggles when she was in school. 
She even told her students that she was worried about teaching a concept in math to them. 
By doing so, she not only showed students that she struggled when she was a student, but 
still had issues with learning. Thus, she related to her students by making “in roads” and 
“cross roads” (Dyson, 1993), which can improve teacher-student relationships. Along the 
same line, Angela allowed students to correct her if she made a mistake in the classroom. 
Angela suggests that in doing so she maintains students’ attention and relates to them by 
showing that she is a real person and that she makes mistakes, too. In addition, Angela’s 
practice of allowing students to correct her changed the power dynamics in the classroom 
to a more collaborative (McMillan & Chavis 1986; Sergiovanni, 1994; Watson & 
Battistich, 2006) and trusting (Watson & Ecken, 2003) relationship. In addition, Angela 
wanted to show that she cared by using a number of terms of endearment, which can 
create a sense of caring (Noddings, 2005), trust (Watson & Ecken), and love (Goldstein, 
1997) with students. 
Teacher Sharing 
Angela’s philosophy about teacher-student relationships included sharing 
information about herself and being very open with her students. Classroom teacher-
student relationship literature promotes the idea that students should learn about their 
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teacher (Battistich, 2001; Battistich, Watson, Solomon, et al., 1999; Burden, 2006; 
Charney, 2002; Delpit, 1995; Denton & Kriete, 2000; Marzano, Marzano, et al., 2003; 
Solomon, Watson, Delucchi et al., 1988; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken, 
2003). Of those who support the idea of students learning about their teacher, most 
simply suggest that the teacher share a few facts about himself or herself on the first day 
of school. However, Angela’s views about a teacher sharing with students provided a 
very different view of the depth of teacher sharing than that promoted in most of the 
literature. Angela’s philosophy seems to be closely aligned with teacher-student 
relationships proposed in attachment theory in that, by sharing, she attempted show her 
affection and trust for students and to create collaborative and trusting relationship with 
students (Watson & Ecken). Although Angela’s sharing about herself with the students is 
similar to that promoted by attachment theory, her philosophy proposed a new direction 
and new focus in classroom relationships, i.e., mutual relationships that are created and 
maintained over time. 
Despite Pianta’s (1999) conclusion that relationships develop over time and are 
based on the interactions between teachers and students, there is little focus in the 
literature on mutuality in teacher-student relationships. Angela’s successes suggest that to 
create and maintain relationships, the students had to learn about the teacher just as much 
as the teacher needed to learn about the students. Few researchers support the notion that 
teachers’ sharing about themselves is a “sign of affection and trust” (Watson & Ecken, p. 
48) and understand that attachments are created mutually over time (Pianta, 1999). 
Angela’s method of sharing with students can be seen as a way to create closeness within 
the teacher-student relationship, because such a relationship “functions as a form of 
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support, because it represents a warm, affectionate bond between these two figures” 
(Galanaki & Vassilopoulou, 2007, p. 459).   
Angela’s philosophy about sharing about herself and having students learn about 
and meet members of her family raises an interesting question. If, as literature suggests, 
teachers need to create relationships (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Christenson & Havsy, 2004; 
Deci, 1992; Goodenow, 1993a, 1993b; Haberman, 1995; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Love & 
Kruger, 2005; Noddings, 1984, 2005; Pianta, 1999, 2006; Rogoff et al., 2001; Solomon, 
Battistich, Watson, et al., 2000; Thompson, 2004; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & 
Ecken, 2003; Wolk, 2002), and, more specifically, create relationships with a sense of 
closeness with their students (Birch & Ladd, 1998; Galanaki & Vassilopoulou, 2007; 
Hamre & Pianta; Ladd & Burgess, 1999; Pianta, 1994), then how can teachers expect that 
students will want to share about themselves and be invested in a relationship unless the 
relationship and sharing is mutual?  
Another issue considered in the relationship literature is the possibility that 
teachers might not have the capacity or desire to create such mutual relationships based 
on the attachments they have had in their own lives (Ainsworth, 1989; Bretherton, 1992; 
Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & Ecken). It is also unclear whether all 
teachers are willing to share information or feel comfortable making classroom 
relationships the center of their teaching philosophy (Watson & Battistich), which could 
explain the minimal literature advocating for this level of sharing with students.   
All the students surveyed and all those interviewed recognized that Angela shared 
information about herself with them. Most could recall personal information that Angela 
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shared such as information about her dogs, husband, daughters, granddaughters, and 
numerous other stories. This recognition was consistent across all of the subgroups, i.e., 
minority students, White students, boys, girls, students who spoke a second language at 
home, and students who only spoke English. Angela also shared information with her 
students about her culture, something that was not uncovered in most of the literature that 
focuses on classroom community and classroom relationships. Furthermore, most 
literature that focuses on multiculturalism and/or being culturally responsive recommends 
that teachers learn about and include the students’ culture into their teaching (Delpit, 
1992; Gay, 2000, 2006; Grossman, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Milner, 2006; Nieto, 
2000; Schlosser, 1992; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Weinstein, et al., 2004), but does not 
advocate for teachers sharing their culture with students as part of a way to build 
relationships. In this sense, Angela’s beliefs and sharing her culture with her students 
produced a unique way to build relationships with her students.    
Learning about Students 
As part of this mutual relationship, Angela believed that she needed to learn about 
her students. Much classroom relationship, classroom management, and classroom 
community literature posits that surface-level information is sufficient to create teacher-
student relationships. For example, it is suggested that at the beginning of the year 
teachers seek information such as what students like to do and like to eat (Denton & 
Kriete, 2000; Evertson & Emmer, 2009; Marzano, Marzano, et al., 2003). Angela’s 
extensive efforts to learn about her students is not described in classroom community, 
classroom management, or classroom relationship literature, but the technique does 
appear in the attachment theory (Watson & Ecken, 2003) and to some degree in the 
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multicultural education literature (Delpit, 1992; Dyson, 1993, 1997; Gay, 2006; Ladson-
Billings, 1995; Morrell, 2003; Nieto, 2000; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Walker & Hoover-
Dempsey, 2006; Weinstein et al., 2004). Angela attempted to learn about her students’ 
background, home life, family, and interests not solely at the beginning of the year; rather 
for Angela the learning was an ongoing effort throughout the year. Relationships are 
created and maintained over time and not simply by doing a few getting-to-know-you 
activities at the beginning of the year (Pianta, 1999, 2006). Angela’s construct of learning 
about students throughout the academic year is very different from that promoted in 
classroom management and classroom community literature. She appears to recognize 
that impressions of students are built over time (Pianta, 2006) and that building and 
maintaining relationships is an ongoing process that does not stop after a few facts are 
learned about students.  
Angela noted that she structured classroom assignments with the idea of learning 
about her students and their family. She also learned about her students by talking to 
them, staying in contact with parents, and studying her students’ writings. Staying in 
contact with parents is considered a way to improve relationships with students (Pianta, 
2006). Despite her efforts, conflicting data emerged from the students’ recognition of her 
attempts to learn about them. Student recognition of Angela taking a personal interest in 
their lives outside of school yielded a low rating (2.39), with 50% of the students rating 
Angela with a 2 or less. This is not surprising given that Angela identified herself as 
White and Native American, and that students of color often perceive their teachers 
(often White teachers) as not accepting their individuality and their home culture (Katz, 
1999; Nieto, 2000; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Valenzuela, 1999). Nevertheless, the rating from 
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9 of the 18 students suggested that Angela took a personal interest in their lives outside of 
school. Since taking a personal interest in her students was a major component of her 
philosophy, only having 50% of the students recognize her interest in them was an 
unexpected result. Based on classroom observations and the student interview data, 
Angela did in fact ask students about their world outside of school, so the issue is most 
likely not with Angela’s failure to learn about the students.  
When students from the focus group were asked during the second interview if 
they were surprised that Angela asked questions about them so that she could learn about 
them, 40%, or 4 of the 10 students, were surprised. These results are problematic because 
the students did not seem to recognize Angela’s actions or attempts to learn about their 
life outside of school, which was part of Angela’s goal to foster mutual relationships. 
Few of the interviewed students understood that she asked them questions to learn about 
them. As a result, one could posit that when students do not understand why a teacher is 
attempting to learn about them, then that teacher’s attempts might not be effective in 
creating a sense of belonging, care, or a relationship. Perhaps if Angela had been more 
explicit with her students about why she wanted to learn about them, she may have 
received higher ratings derived from her success in creating relationships with her 
students.  
Although the wording of the survey question and the age of the students might 
have contributed to some of the low ratings, this conclusion is unlikely because the 
students’ responses that accompanied the ratings suggested that 50% of the students did 
recognize Angela’s efforts. The interviews seem to confirm this determination as well. 
Thus, it seems that the issue resulted from Angela’s failure to explain her desire to create 
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a mutual relationship with the students, which included learning about students’ lives 
outside of school. Within classroom community models, teachers are encouraged to 
explain to students the benefits of the community for everyone involved and implement a 
structure that is explicitly explained to the students (Watson & Battistich, 2006). In this 
case, although Angela had a model for creating relationships, she was not open with her 
students about her goals. Young students might not notice what actions a teacher takes or 
understand why a teacher is taking such action; thus they may apply a different 
interpretation to these actions than that intended by the teacher. If the focus of such 
relationships is to help students feel a sense of belonging and/or a feeling of being cared 
for, then teachers who are explicit about their actions may improve their relationships 
with students because the students are more likely to recognize the intent of the teachers’ 
actions. Yet, in Angela’s case and in most of the literature on classroom relationships, 
there is an assumption that students will understand and recognize a teacher’s efforts as 
caring, an assumption that may be unfounded. For example, students who have insecure 
attachment histories may be less likely to recognize teachers’ attempts at creating caring 
relationships (Lynch & Cicchette, 1997; Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & 
Ecken, 2003).    
Including Students and Teacher into Teaching 
The student survey data provided some conflicting results about their recognition 
of Angela’s efforts to include aspects of them into her teaching, another key component 
of her philosophy. The students rated her very low in terms of connecting learning to 
their life (2.22) and using what she learned about them in her teaching (1.89), but a much 
higher rating was achieved when they were asked about how Angela related learning to 
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their interests (3.44). The first two areas can be seen as a higher level of involvement of 
the students lives into teaching, while the third is more a generic way to make learning 
interesting. The fact that Angela was rated lower in these first two areas, yet higher on the 
third, suggests that the students did not recognize her efforts to attain this higher level of 
involving them in her teaching. This finding is supported in the student interview as well, 
where only 5 of the 10 students could articulate examples of Angela’s using what she had 
learned about them in her teaching.  
Yet, of the students who explained their answers, those could only suggest ways 
that Angela related learning to their interests, not how she connected their lives to 
learning, nor how she used what she learned about them in her teaching. This result was 
puzzling because Angela showed artifacts from her efforts to include aspects of the 
students into her teaching, and her attempts were observed during the data collection 
process. A partial explanation could be that students, as fourth graders, were insensitive 
to her efforts. However, as this was a major component of Angela’s relationship 
philosophy and since she did such things in the hope of making the students feel known 
and important, these results are troubling. If her students did not notice her efforts, then 
her goal of making her students feel known and important was not achieved. Thus, 
Angela might have been better served by telling the students that she wanted them to feel 
known and important and explaining each action she took toward this goal.  
Despite the lack of student recognition, Angela’s attempts to include what she 
learned about her students’ lives outside of school and the sharing of her own culture are 
not common in classroom community and classroom relationships literature. Learning 
about and including information about a student’s culture into teaching is common 
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practice in multicultural and culturally relevant/responsive literature (Delpit, 1992; 
Dyson, 1993, 1997; Gay, 2000, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Milner, 2006; Morrell, 
2003; Nieto, 2000; Schlosser, 1992; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Weinstein et al., 2004; Walker 
& Hoover-Dempsey, 2006; Wolk, 2002). Using what teachers learn about a student’s 
culture in their teaching is a way to connect to students (Dyson, 1993; Schlosser, 1992), 
which means that teachers who take such actions can enhance teacher-student 
relationships and students’ perceptions of belonging and teacher care. Yet, in 
multicultural and culturally relevant/responsive literature, the focus is typically on 
learning about the student’s culture and not on teachers sharing about their culture. 
Assuming, as Angela and attachment theory suggests, that attachments are based on both 
parties learning about each other (Watson & Ecken, 2003), having  teachers share about 
their cultures creates trusting and collaborative relationships (Watson & Ecken, 2003).  
Angela used aspects of her life and the lives of her students in her teaching. She 
brought in family members so that students could meet them and used such moments to 
relate to academic concepts. She shared about her struggles with learning and the ways 
that she learned best. To make students feel “known” and have “self-worth,” she included 
what she learned about her students and their cultures into her teaching. Although some 
students recognized her efforts, too few of them recognized her practices. In fact, Phil 
believed that one of Angela’s most significant attempts to learn about the students, their 
background, and family, i.e., the important book, was only done so that parents would 
have something to look at during open house. This student observation suggests that the 
Angela’s implementation of such strategies was not clear to the students. It has been 
suggested that teachers be explicit about what the students are expected to learn 
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(Marzano, Norford, Paynter, Pickering, & Graddy, 2001) and about classroom rules and 
procedures (Evertson & Emmer, 2009; Marzano, Marzano, et al., 2003). Yet, few 
researchers have suggested that teachers should be explicit with students about their 
desire to learn about students, share about themselves, and use activities that relate to 
students’ backgrounds and interests. Neither have they suggested that teachers explain to 
students their rationale for taking such actions. Teachers are instructed to be explicit 
about learning objectives, rules, and procedure so these are not mysteries to the students. 
Angela’s failure to be explicit about her desire to create and maintain relationships with 
her students allowed her attempts to depend on the students’ interpretations. The findings 
from Phil have implications for all teachers: Students might not recognize a teacher’s 
action in the way that it was intended and, in turn, the teacher’s attempt to create 
relationships through such action would not be as productive as possible.  
Students’ View of Teacher and Classroom 
Despite some of the earlier ratings, the students’ survey results suggested that 
they enjoyed being in the classroom with Angela (4.55 average), which was one of 
Angela highest averages. In addition, all 10 of the students interviewed suggested that 
they enjoyed being in the classroom with Angela and found Angela to be a good teacher, 
fun, funny, unique, and giving. One student mentioned that Angela did not yell. Given 
this data, it seems that Angela must be doing something right to have so many of her 
students enjoy being in the classroom. Similar to the research on classroom relationships, 
teachers with close relationships with students have students who tend to enjoy being in 
the classroom (DeVries & Zan, 1994). However, given the racial disparity between 
Angela and her students, such high ratings were unexpected given that 
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students of color often perceive teachers who do not match their background as not 
accepting their individuality and their home culture (Katz, 1999; Nieto, 2000; Sheets & 
Gay, 1996; Valenzuela, 1999). 
Student’s View of the Teacher-Student Relationship 
Positive Relationship 
The interview and survey data suggested that the students had a good relationship 
with Angela. In fact, the students gave her a 4.28 average on the 5-point Likert scale, and 
all 10 interviewed students suggested that Angela had a positive relationship with them. 
Such a high rating was unexpected given the conflicts that can result when a teacher and 
his/her students differ in terms of  racial/cultural (Delpit, 1992; Dyson, 1993, 1997; Gay, 
2000, 2006; Gregory, 1997; Grossman, 1995; Katz, 1999; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Milner, 
2006; Morrell, 2003; Nieto, 2000; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Townsend, 2000; Valenzuela, 
1999; Weinstein et al., 2004) and linguistic backgrounds (Fecho & Green, 2002; Gollnick 
& Chinn, 2009; Moll, Saez, & Dworin, 2001; Nieto; Redman, 2007; Zehler et al., 2003). 
The students who were interviewed suggested that they viewed Angela as a friend 
and that she showed characteristics of friendship. These characteristics included being 
supportive, feeling comfortable, and having conversations with her students. The fact that 
the students not only saw Angela as a teacher but also a friend indicated that Angela had 
more than a surface-level relationship with her students. In fact, Wyatt characterized 
Angela as a “best friend.” Heather added to this notion when she rationalized that being 
in Angela’s classroom was more like a home than a classroom. Heather compared other 
teachers who yelled (while Angela did not) and other classrooms to conclude that 
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Angela’s classroom was a comfortable place. These characterizations suggest that the 
students had a good relationship with Angela, recognized that that they might have 
different types of relationships with a teacher, and appreciated the type of relationship 
that they had with Angela.   
Analysis of the survey responses produced some conflicting results in terms of the 
type of teacher-students relationship that Angela had with her students. The students 
rated Angela rather high in being concerned for student well being, 4.22; feeling that the 
teacher knew them, 3.61; teacher took a personal interest in them, 3.39; teacher was 
available to them if they had a problem, 3.44; provided help and support when needed, 
4.33; respected and appreciated them for how they are, 4.56, respected their differences, 
4.17; considered their feelings, 3.39; and made them feel like they belonged, 4.33. Yet, 
Angela was scored rather low the students; level of comfort with talking with Angela if 
something was bothering them, 2.88, and if they had an issue in class, 2.83. These data 
suggest that the students believed that they had a good relationship with her yet did not 
feel comfortable talking with her about their problems. The data could also suggest that 
Angela’s relationship with her students was not as strong as she would have liked.  
However, upon close analysis of the data, an interesting theme emerged. In terms 
of talking to Angela when something was bothering them, 50% of the students rated her 
with a 1 or 2. However, only 5 of the 9 students’ responses could be interpreted as being 
related to the relationships that they had with Angela. The remaining 4 students who 
rated Angela low in this area suggested that the issue related more to the students 
themselves than to their relationship with Angela. These reasons included nothing 
bothers them, they rarely talk about their problems, and they talk with Angela about their 
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problems, but only when something is really bothering them. In addition, 2 students who 
rated Angela with a 3 indicated that their relationship with Angela was not the reason 
why they did not share with her all of the time. These 2 students suggested that some 
things are personal and that they would talk to a parent first. Yet, 7 of the students 
directly related their comfort in talking with Angela to their relationships with her. As a 
result, the low rating by the students in these areas seems to have little to do with their 
feelings about Angela’s relationship with them.  
A similar theme emerged from the students’ ratings of their comfort level when 
talking with Angela about problems they have in class. Of the 11 students who rated 
Angela with a 1, 2, or 3, five suggested that their rating had little to do with their 
relationship with Angela. These 5 students credited other reasons such as a preference in 
talking to parents, not having problems in school, and because some things are personal. 
Only 2 students suggested that their relationship with Angela was the reason they would 
not share with her. As was the case with feeling comfortable talking to Angela when 
something was bothering them, this rating could have been higher and also appeared to 
have little to do with the teacher-student relationship. The high student rating as to 
whether Angela was available to student when they had a problem, 3.44, further 
evidenced that Angela’s relationship with her students had little to do with the 
relationship with the students’ low ratings in both areas that related to talking with her 
about problems.  
Furthermore, researchers within classroom community and classroom 
relationships literature cite four general constructs of relationships: (a) surface-level 
relationship, (b) relationships that create a sense of belonging (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; 
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Osterman, 2000; Saphier & Gower, 1997; Sergiovanni, 1994; Watson & Battistich, 2006; 
Watson & Ecken, 2003), (c) relationships based on aspects of care (Battistich, Watson, 
Solomon, et al., 1999; Dalton & Watson 1997; Goldstein, 1997; Noddings, 1984, 2002, 
2005; Watson & Ecken 2003), and (d) respectful relationships (DeVries & Zan, 1994).  
The data discussed thus far suggest that Angela has more than a surface level 
relationship with her students. The students’ ratings in the areas of having a positive 
relationship, listening to the students, and providing support appear to support an 
assertion that Angela had more than a surface level relationship with students. The goal 
described by researchers in much of the classroom community literature is to create a 
sense of belonging for students, which, according to the students, Angela created for 
them (4.33 average).  
In terms of Angela having a caring relationship with the students, the student 
responses suggest that Angela provided such a caring relationship. This is evident in the 
following students ratings on the 5-point Likert scale: (a) students’ felt connected to 
teacher, 3.61; (b) teacher concerned for student well-being, 4.22; (c) teacher took 
personal interest in students, 3.39; and (d) teacher considered student feelings, 3.39. 
However, these data only confirm that the caring relationship was recognized by the 
students and do not necessarily mean that a caring relationship was mutual. In Angela’s 
classroom, the students’ actions and interactions with her and the number of times that 
the students gave her a hug indicate that the students recognized their relationships with 
Angela as mutually caring. In much of the literature that relates to creating caring 
relationships with students, the focus is on providing caring relationships to students and 
not on creating mutual care between the teacher and student. 
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However, in Angela’s classroom, there was much more to the teacher-student 
relationship than a sense of belonging and care. The students also expressed that they felt 
(a) respected and appreciated for who they are, 4.56 and (b) that their differences are 
valued, 4.17. All of these areas go beyond care and a sense of belonging and show that 
Angela had respect for the students “interests, feelings, values, and ideas” (DeVries & 
Zan, 1994, p.58). Yet, Angela goals go beyond respecting students; she also makes the 
students feel known for who they are, 3.61. Thus, Angela’s construct of teacher-student 
relationships introduced a new interpretation of classroom relationships, which, in her 
words, is making students “feel known” and “important.” The feeling of being known, a 
deeper level of relationship than belonging, care, and respect, includes students feeling 
that they belong, are cared for, their ideas respected, and that they are known for who 
they are by the teacher.  
Strengths and Weaknesses 
The students who were interviewed in Angela’s classroom struggled to come up 
with a weakness for the type of relationship that Angela had with her students (only 3 
students could come up with a weakness). Of these 3 students, only Sherri was able to 
come up with an idea that criticized the relationship that Angela created with students. 
She suggested that sometimes Angela “does not want to talk,” which is not surprising 
because there are times during the day when students need to work (Sherri Interview 2). 
Yet, Sherri suggested that Angela’s strength of the relationship that she created with 
students was based on the fact that she took students aside and talked to them about how 
their family. In addition, one student stated that the weakness with the type of 
relationships was not really a weakness and was, in fact, a testament to how close she is 
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with Angela. Val suggested that the weakness related to the fact that Angela knows her 
secrets. Seven students mentioned at least one strength; 6 of these 7 students stated that 
their positive rating was directly related to how Angela related with students and the 
support she provides for them. One of the students mentioned that one strength of the 
type of relationship that Angela created with students related to including what she 
learned about her students in her teaching. Thus, once again, the students were suggesting 
that the relationships were more than surface level: belonging, care, and respect.  
Students’ Overall Ratings 
The overall rating that each student gave Angela across all questions on the 
survey suggested that the students rated Angela high overall (72% in the 3s; 50% with a 
3.5 or higher). In addition, it was interesting that the rating across all of the contrasting 
subgroups were consistent. The largest difference was found between those who spoke a 
second language at home and those who only spoke English, with those who only spoke 
English at home being slightly lower. In classrooms where the teacher does not match the 
students’ cultural and/or racial background (Delpit, 1992; Dyson, 1993, 1997; Gay, 2000, 
2006; Gregory, 1997; Grossman, 1995; Katz, 1999; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Milner, 2006; 
Morrell, 2003; Nieto, 2000; Sheets & Gay, 1996; Townsend, 2000; Valenzuela, 1999; 
Weinstein et al., 2004), gender (Barton et al, 2008; Gregory 1997; Head, 1996; Head & 
Ramsden, 1990; Kenway & Willis, 1998; Parker-Price & Claxton, 1996; Pollack & 
Cushman, 2001; Skiba, 2000; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2000; Skiba & 
Peterson, 1999; Skiba, Simmons, et al., 2003; Sleeter & Grant, 2007; Zittleman, 2006), 
and/or linguistic background (Fecho & Green, 2002; Gollnick & Chinn, 2009; Moll et al., 
2001; Nieto, 2000; Redman, 2007; Zehler et al., 2003), conflicts can result in a 
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disconnect between the teacher and students. Despite the cultural and racial, gender, and 
linguistic disparity that Angela had with many of her students, the student ratings 
indicated that the conflicts that result in a disconnect that can occur when teachers do not 
match the background of their students were minimized in her classroom. In fact, Angela 
who is culturally part Native American, racially mostly White, only speaks English, and 
is a female, was rated higher by boys than girls, and higher by students who spoke a 
second language at home and only slight lower by minority students in terms of overall 
ratings. Regardless how Angela’s Native American and White background is interpreted, 
there were no Native-American students in her classroom. Thus, given that only two of 
her students match her racially and no students matched her Native America cultural 
background, her differences according to the aforementioned literature suggest that there 
should be a discrepancy between the ratings from student who belonged to Angela’s 
subgroups and those who did not match Angela’s subgroups. 
Furthermore, when the ratings for each question were averaged and disseminated 
by the racial groups in the classroom, all racial groups rated Angela above a 3, African 
American (n=5), 3.44; White (n=2), 3.55; Hispanic (n=7), 3.62; Multi-race (n=2), 3.19; 
Asian (n=1), 3.62; and, Middle Eastern (n=1), 3.76. When analyzing the results based on 
the individual topics that the students rated, one could assume, based on the disparity 
between Angela and her students, that the subgroups to which Angela belonged (i.e., 
Whites, those who spoke English, and girls) would have rated her higher than those to 
which she did not belong. Yet, in 13 of the 21 areas, this was not the case for the gender 
mismatch. In fact, boys rated Angela higher than girls in the following areas: (a) the 
teacher is concerned for my well-being, (b) I feel connected to the teacher, (c) the teacher 
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took a personal interest in me at school, (d) the teacher took an interest in my life outside 
of school, (e) comfortable talking with the teacher about problems in class, (f) my ideas 
and suggestions are used during class discussion, (g) the teacher respects and appreciates 
me for who I am, (h) I feel comfortable talking with the teacher when something is 
bothering me, (i) the teacher makes me feel like I belong in this class, (j) the teacher 
listens to what I have to say, (k) I have a good relationship with the teacher, (l) the 
teacher is available to talk when I have a problem, and (m) I like being in the classroom 
with the teacher. Of the 8 ratings in which girls rated Angela higher than did boys, 7 of 
the ratings differed by 0.5 or less. These areas were: (a) the teacher knows me well, (b) 
the teacher uses what she knows about me in her teaching, (c) the teacher connects what I 
am learning to my life outside of the classroom, (d) the teacher considers my feelings, (e) 
the teacher provides help and support when it is needed, (f) the teacher connects what I 
am learning to my interests, and (g) the teacher values my differences. The area “teacher 
shares about her life” was the only area in which girls rated Angela higher than boys and 
in which the rating differed by more than 0.5.  
In terms of race, minority students, who, because Angela does not fit into any of 
the minority students’ racial groups, are not part of Angela’s subgroup, rated Angela 
higher than White students in 11 of 21 areas: (a) the teacher is concerned about my well-
being, (b) I feel connected to the teacher, (c) the teacher knows me well, (d) the teacher 
takes a personal interest in me at school, (e) the teacher shares information about herself 
with the class, (f) the teacher takes an interest in my life outside of school, (g) the teacher 
connects what I am learning to my life outside of the classroom, (h) I feel comfortable 
talking with the teacher about problems that I have in class, (i) I feel comfortable talking 
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with the teacher when something is bothering me, (j) the teacher listens to what I have to 
say, and (k) the teacher values my differences. Of the 10 ratings in which White students 
rated Angela higher than did minority students, the rating differed by 0.5 or more in four 
areas: (a) the teacher uses what she knows about me in her teaching, (b) the teacher 
considers my feelings, (c) the teacher makes me feel like I belong in this class, and (d) I 
have a good relationship with the teacher. 
 In terms of language, students who spoke a second language at home, which 
Angela did not, rated Angela higher than did students who only spoke English in 12 of 
the 21 areas. These areas were: (a) the teacher is concerned about my well-being, (b) I 
feel connected to the teacher, (c) the teacher knows me well, (d) the teacher takes a 
personal interest in me at school, (e) the teacher shares information about herself with the 
class, (f) the teacher takes an interest in my life outside of school, (g) the teacher connects 
what I am learning to my life outside of the classroom, (h) I feel comfortable talking with 
the teacher about problems that I have in class, (i) the teacher respects and appreciates me 
for who I am, (j) I feel comfortable talking with the teacher when something is bothering 
me, (k) the teacher is available to talk with me when I am having a problem in class or 
something is bothering me, and (l) the teacher values my differences. Of those ratings in 
which students who only spoke English rated Angela higher than did those who spoke a 
second language at home, the rating differed by 0.5 or more in only one area: the teacher 
connects what I am learning to my interests.  
 Students who did not match Angela’s racial group, linguistic background, or 
gender rated Angela higher in a number of areas than did students who did match Angela. 
These data are unique given that literature in all three areas, as mentioned above, suggests 
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that such disparities should result in students from the subgroups not represented by the 
teacher, rating the teacher lower than those who are represented by the teacher. Thus, one 
could assume that something occurred in Angela’s classroom that contributed to these 
results. 
 Furthermore, it is interesting that in the following categories all three of the 
subgroups to which she did not belong rated her higher than those to which she did 
belong: (a) the teacher is concerned for my well-being, (b) I feel connected to the teacher, 
(c) the teacher took a personal interest in me at school, (d) the teacher took an interest in 
my life outside of school, (e) comfortable talking with the teacher about problems in 
class, and (f) I feel comfortable talking with the teacher when something is bothering me. 
In addition, the following are areas in which at least two of the three subgroups to which 
Angela belonged rated her lower than students from her subgroups: (a) the teacher 
respects and appreciates me for who I am, (b) the teacher listens to what I have to say, (c) 
the teacher listens to what I have to say, (d) the teacher is available to talk when I have a 
problem, (e) the teacher knows me well, (f) the teacher shares information about herself 
with the class, (g) the teacher connects what I am learning to my life outside of school, 
and (h) the teacher values my differences. In addition to the aforementioned lists, the 
following are areas in which at least one of three subgroups to which Angela did not 
belong rated her higher than the subgroups to which she belonged, and at least one other 
area to which she did not belong rated her closely (0.5 or less) to the contrasting 
subgroups: (a) my ideas and suggestions are used during class discussion, (b) the teacher 
makes me feel like I belong in this class, (c) I have a good relationship with the teacher, 
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and (d) I like being in the classroom with the teacher. These data show a pattern that does 
not seem to fit with the literature and previous research.  
One of the most significant results is that students who did not belong to her 
subgroups rated Angela higher than students who were White, spoke only English, and 
were female in a number of areas that can be attributed to the teacher-student 
relationship. These aspects related to recognizing a relationship with the teacher and/or 
showing that the teacher respects, appreciates, and makes them feel known (as the teacher 
suggests), in all of which the expectation would be that Angela would not have received a 
higher rating from students who did not belong to her subgroups. Moreover, the fact that 
boys rated Angela higher than girls in a number of areas that relates to relationships is 
interesting given that boys have been found to have more antisocial behaviors (Cairns & 
Cairns, 1994), suspended more (Skiba, 2000; Skiba, Michael, et al., 2000; Skiba & 
Peterson, 1999; Skiba, Simmons, et al., 2003), and are more likely to develop 
relationships based on conflict with teachers (Cairns & Cairns, 1994) whereas girls were 
more likely to develop close relationships with teachers (Cairns & Cairns; Hamre & 
Pianta, 2001; Head, 1996).  
 In addition, when looking at the ratings from the subgroup to which Angela did 
not belong, the literature would suggest that not only would those ratings be lower than 
the subgroups to which she belonged but that the ratings would also be low. Yet, in 
Angela’s classroom this was not the case. Boys, minority students, and students who 
spoke a second language at home rated Angela in the 3s in the following seven areas: (a) 
I feel connected to the teacher (4 or above for boys), (b) the teacher knows me well (4 or 
above for students who spoke a second language at home), (c) the teacher takes a 
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personal interest in me at school, (d) the teacher shares information about herself with the 
class, (e) the teacher considers my feelings, (f) the teacher is available to talk with me 
when I am having a problem in class or something is bothering me, and (g) the teacher 
connects what I am learning to my interests. These same students rated Angela with a 4 
or above in the following eight areas: (a) the teacher is concerned for my well-being, (b) 
the teacher respects and appreciates me for who I am, (c) the teacher makes me feel like I 
belong in this class, (d) the teacher provides help and support when it is needed, (e) the 
teacher listens to what I have to say, (f) I have a good relationship with the teacher, (g) 
the teacher values my differences, and (h) I like being in this classroom with the teacher. 
Thus, in 15 of the 21 areas on the survey, students who did not match Angela’s 
background rated her with a 3 or above. An additional two areas of the 21 surveyed were 
rated above 3 by boys and students who spoke a second language at home, but lower than 
3 by minority students, i.e., comfortable talking with the teacher about problems in class.  
Some of the 15 aforementioned areas focus on areas that teachers are expected to 
provide for their students, such as being concerned for student’s well being, providing 
help and support, and being available to talk when something is bothering a student. 
Another group of the topics specifically related to the caring relationships that Angela 
had with her students and how she made students feel a sense of belonging, such as 
feeling connected to the teacher, taking a personal interest in students at school, sharing 
information about herself with the students, having a good relationship with the teacher, 
listening to what students have to say, making students feel as if they belong, and 
students enjoying being in the classroom with the teacher. However, there was a third 
area of ratings by students who did not match Angela’s background which does not fit 
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into the current relationship paradigms. These include: the teacher valuing student 
differences, the students feeling as if the teacher knows them well, the teacher 
considering the students feelings, the teacher connecting what the students are learning to 
students’ interests, and the teacher respecting and appreciating students for who they are. 
Impact of the Teacher-Student Relationship on the Students 
Data from the student interviews and student survey yielded the theme that the 
teacher-student relationship had a positive impact on students. Students indicated that 
having a relationship with Angela positively affected their learning. Literature suggests 
that teachers with positive student relationships achieve improved student learning 
(Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999; Cameron et al., 2005; Creasey et al., 1997; Culp, et 
al., 2000; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Field, Diego, & Sanders, 2002; Hamre & Pianta, 
2005, 2007 Hamre & Pianta, 2007; Martin et al., 2007; Pianta, Nimetz, et al., 1997). The 
student comments yielded some interesting findings about why they felt they learned 
more and put forth more effort as a result of Angela sharing about herself, showing that 
she cared, learning about students, and creating positive relationships with students. The 
students implied that they learned more and put forth more effort not because they did not 
want to disappoint Angela but rather because they wanted to please her. Students were 
worried about how their effort and poor results on tests would affect their relationship 
with Angela. These data further suggest that teachers can be considered in loco parentis 
(Ainsworth, 1989; Watson & Ecken, 2003). In addition, the students’ indication that they 
were motivated by a desire to maintain a positive relationship with Angela suggests such 
relationships can be a powerful motivator. It has been suggested that students’ problem 
behavior can be decreased based on the teacher-student relationship (Anderman & 
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Anderman, 2010; Rimm-Kaufman, La Paro, et al., 2005; Skinner, et al., 1998; Rogoff, et 
al., 2001; Vitto, 2003; Wolk, 2002; Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006), however, the idea 
that students do not want to disappoint their teachers as a result of the relationship seems 
to be a new feature in teacher-student relationships. This new direction further supports 
that idea that making students feel known and important can be considered a deeper level 
of relationship that those currently proposed.  
Students’ Views of the Importance of Creating Relationships with Teachers 
The students were asked a series of interview questions about the relationships 
they would create with their students if they were a teacher. The students’ responses can 
be seen as indicative of the type of relationship that they want with teachers. In fact, 
student expectations of classroom management and teacher-student relationships tend to 
be more in line with what research suggests are best practices than current teacher 
implementation (Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006). The interviewed students stressed 
the importance of teachers creating relationships with students by suggesting that, if they 
were teachers, they would create relationships with students, share about themselves, and 
learn about students. The students posited that their reasons for getting to know students 
related to having a good relationship with students, helping teach students, and because it 
is something that the best teachers do. Students indicated a desire for learning about 
students’ lives outside of school. Such a desire by students to have teachers learn about 
their life outside of school is not a new concept (Bosworth, 1995; Cothran & Ennis, 2000; 
Davidson, 1999). The students’ responses suggest that students want deeper levels of 
relationships than those promoted in classroom relationships and classroom community 
literature, classroom management textbooks, and those commonly practiced by teachers 
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(Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006). Rather, these students desire a relationship founded 
in the ideals of multiculturalism and/or being culturally responsive, but these students 
seemed to want teachers to learn about more about them than their culture.  
Although literature suggests that, based on a teacher’s attachment history, some 
teachers might not be able to create caring relationships (Ainsworth, 1989; Bretherton, 
1992; Slater Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Watson & Ecken, 2003), all 10 of the 
interviewed students suggested that they would share information with students about 
themselves. The students mentioned that, as teachers, they would share information about 
themselves so that their students would know them better and make them feel 
comfortable so that they would enjoy school. These reasons are similar to those presented 
in classroom community and classroom relationship literature (Battistich, Solomon, Kim, 
et al. 1995; DeVries & Zan, 1994; Noddings 1984, 2002, 2005, 2006; Pianta, 1999, 2006; 
Watson & Battistich, 2006). The students also indicated that they would share 
information about their life outside of school and even find ways to include aspects of 
their life into their teaching. Such sharing is not commonly advocated in the literature, 
but it is necessary for teachers who want to create close attachments with students 
(Galanaki & Vassilopoulou, 2007; Watson & Ecken 2003). As previously mentioned, 
many classroom management textbooks suggest that only a basic level of mutual sharing 
is needed to formulate relationships between teachers and students. The question seems 
to be: Why do these fourth grade students seem to understand more about how to create 
and maintain mutual relationships than teachers (Woolfolk Hoy & Weinstein, 2006), 
textbook writers, and some advocates of classroom relationships?  
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Suggestions for Further Research 
 Future research is needed that investigates the objective of making students feel 
known and important. Seven directions of research are needed to pursue the goal of 
making students feel known and important by using teacher-student relationships.  
1. The study presented here that investigates teachers who focus on making 
students feel known and important in diverse classrooms by using teacher-
student relationships needs to be repeated. Having students feel known and 
important is a new concept that requires exploration in multiple classrooms. 
The current study shows that having a relationship-driven classroom has the 
potential to ameliorate conflicts that can result in a disconnect between 
teachers and students, thus investigating this line of research in diverse 
classrooms is important.  
2. Follow up investigation of student motivation and learning as a result of such 
a teacher-student relationships to determine the effectiveness this type of 
teacher-student relationship would be very useful.  
3. One of the issues with conducting such a study is finding teachers who are 
already implementing such practices. A tool needs to be developed that assists 
researchers in determining who meets the criteria for creating teacher-students 
relationships that focus on making students feel known and important. Thus, 
the development of a tool to determine if a teacher makes students feel known 
is imperative for finding such teachers. 
4. Research is needed to investigate how training in such relationships affects 
pre-service and neophyte teachers’ ability to manage a classroom, job 
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satisfaction, and view of students. Such an investigation is important because 
a significant number of beginning teachers who leave teaching indicated that 
their decision was related to dissatisfaction with issues of student discipline 
and poor student motivation (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). 
5. Long-term studies are needed that follow students who have had one or more 
teachers who have created teacher-students relationships that made them feel 
known and important to determine if such relationships have a long-term 
impact on students.  
6. Given that students with more secure attachment histories show more 
attention, participate more, and earn higher grades (Jacobson & Hofmann, 
1997), research that determines the impact that such teacher-students 
relationships have on students with insecure attachment histories is critical to 
determine if these teacher-student relationships assist in reversing some of the 
ill effects that insecure attachment histories can have on students.  
7. Finally, comparative studies are needed to determine if classroom community 
models that use teacher-student relationships that make students feel known 
and important as their main focus are better than current community models.        
Limitations of the Study 
 The study presented here is not without limitations. Since teacher-student 
relationships that focus on making students feel known and important is a relatively new 
concept, finding teachers to research can be challenging. As a result, the data from this 
study were limited to only one classroom, one teacher, and the views of 18 students. The 
results from this study, as is the case with any small scale study, pose a problem in terms 
163 
 
of their transferability because of the limited number of participants. Yet, such a small 
scale study was an important step in investigating this phenomenon. Another limitation 
was number of students in some of the subgroups. There were only two White students, 
one Asian student, and one student from the Middle East. Thus, the small number of 
students available for comparing minority and White students and students by racial 
groups limited the results of this study. Finally, the teacher’s racial and cultural groups 
posed an issue when comparing her to the students because Angela was both White and 
Native American. This posed a challenge in comparing Angela to her students. Despite 
these limitations, the results of this study offer a number of implications.    
Implications for Teacher Educators, Teachers, Administrators, and Textbooks 
The results of this study yield some important implications for teacher educators, 
teachers, administrators, and authors of teacher education textbooks. First, administrators 
and teacher educators should consider encouraging those studying to be teachers and 
current teachers to take actions that allow students to feel known and important in an 
attempt to diminish the conflicts that can result in a disconnect between teachers and 
students.  
Second, given that the teaching workforce is predominately White females who 
speak English (NCES, n.d.a) and the student population does not match such 
characteristics (NCES), training for pre-service and in-service teachers is needed to teach 
strategies to account for these differences. Angela’s practice of creating caring 
relationships with students, having relationships with parents, setting high expectations 
for students (Milner, 2006; Weinstein, et al., 2004), and creating a genuine interest in 
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students (Brown, 2003) may have offset the conflicts that result in a disconnect that are 
often found in classrooms with a racial/cultural disparity between the teacher and 
students. Angela also used other strategies that accounted for the reported racial/cultural, 
gender, and linguistic disparity (NCES, n.d., a and b; Weinstein et al., 2004). Thus, as 
was the case in Angela’s classroom, such training needs to include developing teacher-
student relationships designed to make students feel known and important. 
Third, the results of this study suggest that it is just as important for students to learn 
about their teachers as it is for teachers to learn about their students. Without two-way 
sharing, teacher-student relationships should not be considered mutual. Yet, many 
textbooks that are used in classroom management courses for pre-service teachers and 
topics covered in pre-service teacher education currently advocate that teachers learn 
about students and/or share a few fact about themselves at the beginning of the year. Such 
textbooks designed for pre-service teachers need to focus on creating and maintaining 
mutual relationships throughout the year that include sharing and learning more than 
surface level information about each other. 
 Fourth, teachers who want to create relationships with students need to be explicit 
about the type of relationship that they want to create with them, what they plan to do, 
what they are doing to create relationships, and why they want to create such a 
relationship with them. Doing so eliminates potential issues with the students 
misinterpreting and/or not recognizing the intention of a teacher’s actions. Angela’s lack 
of communication with her students about her efforts to make them feel known and 
important resulted in some failing to recognize her efforts. Since this was such a major 
component of her relationship construct, her attempts lacked effectiveness when students 
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did not recognize her efforts. Clearly expressing the goal of a teacher-student relationship 
has the potential to develop and improve the relationship. In addition, by being explicit 
with students, teachers can serve as relationship models for students and can help 
students with insecure attachment histories learn about forming secure attachments. 
Given that research has shown that students with insure attachment histories (Jacobson & 
Hofmann, 1997) are not as successful in school as students with secure attachment 
histories, such an intervention can greatly benefit students. 
 Fifth, teachers and administrators who want to create classroom community and 
teacher educators who promote creating a community in classrooms need to recognize 
that classroom communities can be enhanced if there is a shift toward focusing more on 
teacher-student relationships to create community. Angela’s relationship structure when 
included with classroom community literature offers a new direction in terms of 
classroom communities, i.e., a relationship-driven classroom community. Currently, 
communities focus on creating a sense of care and a sense of belonging, both of which 
focus on the desire of students to belong. Yet, Angela’s construct of community, allowing 
students to feel known and important, moves the focus from a student’s need to belong 
and to feel cared for to one that encourages students to feel they are important members 
of the community that their teacher knows well.  
 Sixth, as teachers’ dissatisfaction with student discipline and poor student 
motivation (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003) and the relationships that teachers have at school 
(Freidman, 2006) are important factors in teachers’ decision to remain in teaching, more 
focus needs to be given to the benefits of creating positive teacher-student relationships. 
Greater teacher satisfaction has the potential to keep promising teachers in the field.  
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Conclusion 
 The results of study provide new directions in the following areas: (a) teacher-
student relationships, i.e., making students feel known and important; (b) creating 
classroom communities that are formed around teacher-student relationships; and (c) 
accounting for the mismatch between teachers and students. Angela’s teacher-student 
relationship construct provided insight and impetus for a new relationships construct, an 
emphasis on mutual sharing throughout the year, relationships as the center of a teaching 
philosophy, mutual relationships, and the need for clear expression with students about 
teacher-student relationships. Currently, teacher-student relationships can be organized 
into the following categories: surface level, belonging, care, and respect. Angela 
suggested a new construct that attempted to create relationships that produce stronger 
connections between teachers and their students by making students feel known and 
important. The students’ survey and interviews suggest a new construct that includes 
valuing student difference, students feeling that the teacher knows them well, the teacher 
considering the students feelings, the teacher connecting what the students are learning to 
students’ interests, and the teacher respecting and appreciating students for who they are. 
Angela’s focus on making teacher-student relationships the center of her philosophy is 
unique and provided an outline of how a teacher can create and maintain relationships 
with students.  
Angela’s emphasis on sharing about herself and learning about students 
throughout the year is a new concept, because many authors suggest that teachers only 
need to learn a few facts about students and share a little about themselves at the 
beginning of the year to create relationships. Angela suggests that teacher-student 
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relationships are created and maintained throughout the year and believes that all of her 
interactions with students could affect her relationship with students. Therefore, Angela 
shared information about herself that some teachers would not share, for example, her 
culture, information about family, academic areas, and topics with which she struggled. 
She also used a student-friendly teaching style that included bringing in family members 
for students to meet, giving students a voice and choices within the classroom, using 
positive reinforcement, soft and friendly tones of voice to send a “get with it message,” 
using terms of endearment, and allowing students to correct her when she made mistakes.   
With this sense of mutual sharing, a strong relationship is created in which, 
although the teacher is the ultimate authority, both the teacher and students learn more 
than surface level information about each other. In this construct, the teacher and students 
learn about each other’s culture, background, family, interests, life outside of school, and 
become comfortable with each other. Angela was not explicit with students about 
creating relationships, which seems to be consistent with the current view of teacher-
student relationships wherein teachers expect students to interpret and understand the 
teacher’s efforts. Yet, several researchers encourage teachers to be explicit in other areas 
such as about classroom rules and procedures (Evertson & Emmer, 2009; Marzano, 
Marzano, et al., 2003) and learning objectives (Marzano, Norford, et al., 2001; Marzano, 
Pickering, & Pollack, 2001). Given that students are still learning about relationships and 
understanding how to form relationships (Kennedy & Kennedy, 2004; Slater Ainsworth 
& Bowlby, 1991), being explicit with students about teacher-student relationships makes 
sense. As a result, there is potential to improve the teacher-student relationship with 
students if teachers are explicit about the type of relationship they want to create with 
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students, the rationale for creating such a relationship, and what the teacher will do to 
create and maintain such a relationship. 
Angela’s focus on creating teacher-student relationships can be applied to creating 
classroom communities. Currently, there is focus on creating teacher-student 
relationships and student-student relationships as a part of establishing classroom 
communities. However, the main emphasis for creating such relationships within current 
community models is focused on meeting the students’ need to belong and teacher-
student relationships are treated more as a side feature within classroom communities. 
Angela’s relationship construct was the center of all her actions and resulted in more than 
students feeling a sense of belonging. Current research has shown that creating a sense of 
belonging has benefits for students (Charney, 2002; Elliot, 1993; DeVries & Zan, 1994; 
Elliot, 1995; Solomon, Watson, Battistich, et al., 1996; Dalton & Watson, 1997; Putnam 
& Burke, 1998; Wolk, 1998; Wolk, 2002; Elliot, 1999; Freiberg, 1999; Osterman, 2000; 
Nieto, 2000; Sergiovanni, 1994; Rogoff et al., 2001; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004; 
Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, et al., 2006; Watson & Battistich, 2006; Watson & Ecken 2003). 
If, as is suggested by the results, making students feel known and important creates a 
higher level of connection between teachers and students, then there is potential to 
improve classroom communities and create even more benefits for students. In addition, 
Angela’s view of classroom relationships that combined classroom community, 
classroom relationships, multicultural education, and being culturally responsive, is a 
new concept.     
Many studies that investigate being culturally responsive focus on classrooms that 
are predominately one race and/or culture, students who are not mixed-raced, and 
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teachers who match students’ backgrounds. Angela’s multicultural student population 
consisted of Africa America, Hispanic, White, Middle Eastern, Asian, and mixed-raced 
students. Thus, this study is unique in that it investigated an intervention in a classroom 
with students from multiple backgrounds and with a teacher that only partially matched 
some of the students’ backgrounds. As a result, probably the most important point to 
draw from this study is that creating teacher-student relationships based on making 
students feel known and important has the potential to account for the conflicts that can 
result in a disconnect between teachers and students. In Angela’s classroom, her 
relationship construct seems to have resulted in (a) improved student learning and interest 
in school; (b) high ratings from students who were not from Angela’s subgroups; and (c) 
higher ratings from students who did not match Angela’s racial, cultural, linguistic, 
and/or gender identity than those students from Angela’s subgroups.  
 The results from the student interviews and student scores on standardized testing 
suggest that Angela’s construct of teacher-student relationships has the potential to 
improve student learning, interest in school, effort, behavior, and connection to the 
teacher regardless of student race, culture, gender, or linguistic background. Angela’s 
students’ academic success on the state test when compared to the school, district, state, 
and national data were very impressive. Such results are unique given the disparity 
between Angela and a number of the students and provides hope that such a relationship 
construct can account for the discrepancy between minority students and White students’ 
achievement (Education Trust, 2004, 2006, 2009; Gay, 2000, 2006) and the conflicts that 
result in a disconnect between teachers and students.  
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Angela’s relationship construct also allowed boys, minority students, and students 
who spoke a second language at home, to rate Angela high in terms of their relationships 
with her and believed that she made them feel known and important. Angela’s efforts at 
making her students feel known and important reflect the success of her classroom 
philosophy in spite of the many findings of researchers that boys have more antisocial 
behaviors (Cairns & Cairns, 1994), are suspended more often (Skiba, 2000; Skiba, 
Michael, et al., 2000; Skiba & Person, 1999; Skiba et al., 2003), are more likely to 
develop relationships based on conflict with teachers (Cairns & Cairns) when the teacher 
and students have different genders and different racial and/or cultural backgrounds. Also 
of great significance in this study is the finding that students who did not match Angela’s 
background rated her higher in a number of areas related to teacher-student relationships 
and making students feel known and important than did students from her background. 
Inasmuch as the teaching workforce is predominately White females, this relationship 
construct could have major implications for creating connections with boys, students of 
color, and students from different linguistic backgrounds. Creating teacher-student 
relationships that make students feel known and important has the potential to offset the 
issues resulting from the conflicts that can result in a disconnect between teachers and 
students and could lead to greatly improved student achievement.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
STUDENT ASSENT FORM 
  
UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON – CLEAR LAKE 
2700 Bay Area Blvd. 
Houston, TX 77058 
 
ASSENT FORM 
 
Notice to parent or guardian of minor children:  You will be asked to sign the informed consent document 
in advance. Your child will be then informed via this assent form that you have approved his or her taking 
part in a research study.   
________________________________________________________________________ 
ASSENT FORM FOR A MINOR’S 
PARTICIPATION IN A RESEARCH PROJECT 
Principal Investigator:  Kent Divoll 
    Department of Education at the University of Houston Clear Lake  
    281-283-3634  
 
Faculty Sponsor:  Linda Griffin 
    Department of Education at the University of Massachusetts Amherst   
    413- 545-6985 
 
I am requesting your participation in a research project entitled “Teaching in a Diverse Setting.” The 
purpose of this research is to study how teachers teach in a diverse classroom. I will be asking you to 
complete a questionnaire, make copies of some of your work, and possibly interview you. The 
questionnaire will be completely anonymous so there is no way I or anyone else will ever be able to match 
the questionnaire with you personally. In addition, your identity will be protected by using fake names with 
all forms of data in any reports of the research. 
 
Your parent/guardian has said it is okay to request your participation in this project.  I estimate that 
the questionnaire will take about 30 minutes to complete and if you are selected as one of the eight students 
who will be interviewed, then the two interviews will also take about 30 minutes each. 
There are no risks or benefits as a result of your participation in the project; however, research like this 
does help other teachers learn about teaching in a diverse classroom. Your thoughts about the classroom 
will be coded with fake names to protect your identity.   
You do not have to participate in the project and may decide to quit, even after you have started.  If you 
decide not to participate, it will not affect your class standing or grades. 
Any questions about this research, or any related problems with the project, may be directed to me at 281-
283-3634 or to my faculty sponsor at 413-545-6985.  
ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A RESEARCH SUBJECT MAY BE ADDRESSED TO 
THE UHCL COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (CPHS), ATTN: MS. BETTY 
CROCKFORD, CHAIR, 281-283-3016.  ALL RESEARCH PROJECTS THAT ARE CARRIED OUT BY 
INVESTIGATORS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON CLEAR LAKE ARE GOVERNED BY 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.  
_______________________________________ __________________________________ 
Signature of Parent  Date  
______________________________________ __________________________________ 
Signature of Child Assenting Date 
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STUDENT CONSENT FORM 
 
CONSENT FORM 
Your child’s classroom has been selected to participate in a research study being 
conducted as part of a dissertation at the University of Massachusetts Amherst and the 
University of Houston-Clear Lake. The purpose of this study is to investigate how 
teachers teach in a diverse setting. Participation in the study will include allowing me to 
observe your child’s class, collect copies of student work, audio tape two interviews with 
your child (if they are one of the eight students selected to be interviewed), and have your 
child complete a questionnaire. This study will cover a period of five weeks (the 
beginning of May until the end of school) and consist of four to five classroom visits a 
week.  
There are no foreseeable risks or benefits as a result of your child’s participation in the 
study. However, in order to protect your child’s identity pseudonyms (fake names) will 
be assigned to all data to ensure that all responses are anonymous. Participation is 
voluntary, and you may withdraw your child from the study at any time, without penalty. 
Information collected as part of this study will be kept entirely confidential, and will be 
reported only in summary form so that the individuals cannot be identified. 
If you have any questions about this research, please call the project director, Kent Divoll 
at 281-283-3634 or Linda Griffin at 413-545-6985. 
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON-
CLEAR LAKE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION 
OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. Telephone: (281) 283-3618. 
Please keep the upper part of this page for your information and return the below portion 
with your signature and decision checked. Thank you for your assistance. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
  Yes, I agree to participate in the study on teaching in a diverse setting.  
  No, I do not wish to participate in the study on teaching in a diverse setting.  
    
           ______________________________________ 
   Signature                                            Date 
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM 
CONSENT FORM 
You have been selected to participate in a research study being conducted as part of a 
dissertation at the University of Massachusetts Amherst and the University of Houston-
Clear Lake. The purpose of this study is to investigate how teachers teach in a diverse 
setting. Participation in the study will include allowing me to observe your class, collect 
copies of classroom documents (e.g., handouts), interview you two times, conduct a 
student and teacher questionnaire, and interview a group of eight students two times. This 
study will cover a period of five weeks and consist of four to five visits (lasting two to 
three hours) a week. 
The benefits of this research to you include receiving a report of the findings that will 
help you learn more about your own teaching practice. There are no foreseeable risks in 
participation. However, to protect your identity and the identity of your students, 
pseudonyms will be assigned to ensure that responses are anonymous. Participation is 
voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time, without penalty. 
Information collected as part of this study will be kept entirely confidential and will be 
reported only in summary form so that the individuals cannot be identified. 
If you have any questions about this research, please call the project director, Kent Divoll 
at 281-283-3634 or Linda Griffin at 413-545-6985. 
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON-
CLEAR LAKE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION 
OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. Telephone: (281) 283-3618. 
Please keep the upper part of this page for your information. Thank you for your 
assistance. 
* * * * *  * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
  Yes, I agree to participate in the study on teaching in a diverse setting.  
  No, I do not wish to participate in the study on teaching in a diverse setting. 
    
   __________________________________________ 
                                        Signature                                 Date 
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APPENDIX D  
 
STUDENT SURVEY 
 
Directions: Please answer the following questions.  
 
1.   Race or ethnic group: 
 
White          Black/African American      Hispanic/Latino       American 
Indian/Alaskan Native 
 
 Asian                Bi-racial_________________          Other ___________________      
 
2. Gender:        Male        Female         
  
3. What languages do you speak at home other than 
English?_____________________________  
 
Directions: 1. Please read each statement listed below and circle the face and word that 
best represents how you feel about the statement. 2. After each statement please explain your 
answer. 
 
1.   The teacher is concerned about my well-being. 
    never            rarely       sometimes        usually           always    
 
Please explain: 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________  
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.   I feel connected to the teacher. 
     never           rarely           sometimes         usually          always 
 
Please explain: 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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3.  The teacher knows me well.   
       never              rarely        sometimes         usually      always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
 4.  The teacher takes a personal interest in me at school. 
 
     never            rarely        sometimes      usually     always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
5.  The teacher shares information about herself with the class.  
never              rarely        sometimes    usually          always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
6.  The teacher uses what she knows about me in her teaching.  
    never          rarely        sometimes        usually       always 
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Please explain: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
7.  The teacher takes an interest in my life outside of school.   
     never            rarely       sometimes    usually      always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
8.  The teacher connects what I am learning to my life outside of the classroom. 
never              rarely       sometimes     usually     always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
9.  I feel comfortable talking with the teacher about problems that I have in class. 
never             rarely       sometimes      usually       always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
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10.  The teacher considers my feelings. 
 
never            rarely      sometimes    usually      always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
11. My ideas and suggestions are used during classroom discussions. 
 
never            rarely     sometimes      usually      always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
12. The teacher respects and appreciates me for who I am.   
never             rarely        sometimes      usually       always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
13. I feel comfortable talking with the teacher when something is bothering me.  
never                  rarely     sometimes        usually            always 
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Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
14. The teacher makes me feel like I belong in this class. 
never              rarely          sometimes         usually       always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
15. The teacher provides help and support when it is needed. 
  never            rarely          sometimes         usually         always 
 
Please explain: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
 
16. The teacher listens to what I have to say. 
 
never              rarely        sometimes       usually          always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
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17. I have a good relationship with the teacher. 
never            rarely          sometimes        usually        always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
18. The teacher is available to talk with me when I am having a problem in class or 
something is bothering me. 
never              rarely        sometimes      usually           always 
 
Please explain: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
19. The teacher connects what I am learning to my interests.  
never             rarely       sometimes        usually        always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
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20. The teacher values my differences.  
 
never            rarely     sometimes       usually          always 
 
Please explain: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
21.  I like being in this classroom with the teacher.  
never            rarely     sometimes       usually          always 
 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
 
22. Is there anything you would like to share?  
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
________________________________________________________________________
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TEACHER ORAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Teacher Questionnaire: 
Date: 
1. I enjoy teaching in a diverse classroom 
 
   never               rarely         sometimes         usually        always 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________    
If so, list a few ways that respect the diversity of your students: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________    
2. I believe that creating positive relationships with students is important. 
  
never               rarely         sometimes         usually        always 
Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________    
If so, list a few ways that you do this: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________    
________________________________________________________________________    
3. Please list a few of the most important components of your classroom 
management system (in other words- what do you do that makes your 
classroom management system work for you and your students?).  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________    
 
________________________________________________________________________    
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TEACHER INTERVIEW ONE PROTOCOL 
Teacher: Interview One  
Date: 
Interviewee: 
 
1. How does teaching in a diverse classroom affect what you do in the classroom? 
2. What are your views of multicultural education? 
3. Please tell me your beliefs about creating relationships with students. 
4. Please tell me your beliefs about creating a sense of classroom community. 
5. What do you do to create and maintain a sense of classroom community? 
6. What do you do to create and maintain relationships with your students? 
7. How do you learn about the students and their life outside of school? What projects or 
activities do you use to do this? 
8. What do you do with the information that you learn about your students? 
9. How do you use what you learn about the students and their home life in the activities 
and lessons you plan in the classroom? Example? 
10. How do you think students respond to you learning about who they are? 
11. How do you think that students respond to your using what you learn about them in 
your teaching? 
12. What types of information do your share about yourself with the students? 
13. How do you think students respond to you sharing information about yourself? 
14. How is what you learn about your students used to creating and maintaining teacher-
student relationships? 
15. How is what you share about yourself used to creating and maintaining teacher-
student relationships? 
16. How does all of this (your sharing, learning about them, and using what you learn 
about them) affect your relationship with your students? 
17. How does all of this (your sharing, learning about them, and using what you learn 
about them) affect the classroom discipline issues? 
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TEACHER INTERVIEW TWO PROTOCOL 
Teacher Interview Two 
Date: 
Interviewee: 
1. Tell me about how you get to know the students. 
2. How does being a diverse classroom affect what you do in here? Examples? 
3. Tell me your views about multicultural education. 
4. Tell me your beliefs about creating relationships with your students. 
5. What about creating a sense of community in the classroom?  
6. What about trying to maintain that community? Examples?  
7. What about trying to create and maintain a relationship with your students? 
Examples? 
8. Do you learn about the student’s lives outside of school? How? 
9. Are there projects and activities that you do to try to get to know your students 
outside of school? 
10. What do you do with the information you learn about your students? How do you use 
it? 
11. Do you think students respond to you learning about who they are? How? 
12. What types of information do you share about yourself with your students? 
13. Do you think the students respond to you sharing information about yourself? How? 
14. Is what you learn about your students used to create and maintain a teacher/student 
relationship? How? 
15. Is what you share about yourself used to create and maintain a teacher/student 
relationship? How?   
16. All of the things we talked about, the sharing about yourself, you learning about 
students, and using what you learn about students, how do you think all of that affects 
your relationship with the students? 
17. The fact that you share about yourself, learn about students, and use what you learned 
about students in your teaching, how do you think that affects classroom discipline?   
18. Do you feel that doing all of this makes it easier in the classroom for you? How? 
19. Do you think that doing all of this helps them learn anymore? How? 
20. Anything else you want to say? 
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APPENDIX H  
STUDENT INTERVIEW ONE PROTOCOL 
Student Interview One 
Date: 
Interviewee: 
 
1. What is it like to be in Mrs. _____________  classroom? 
2. Tell me about your relationship with Mrs. ________________.  
3. What does Mrs. _______________ do to try to create a positive relationship between 
you and her? 
4. Does Mrs. _______________  share information about herself with the class? 
Examples?  
5. Why does Mrs. ______________ share information about herself?  
6. Do you know a lot about Mrs. _______________? Examples? 
7. Does Mrs. _______________ try to learn about you and what is what is going on in 
your life? How?  
8. What does Mrs. ____________  do with the information she learns about her students?   
9. Does Mrs. ___________ use what she knows about you in her teaching? Examples? 
10. Why does Mrs. _______________ try to learn about her students?  
11. Does the teacher allow you to share experiences from home in class? Examples?  
12. How does it feel to be in a classroom where Mrs. _________________ tries to learn 
about you? 
How does it affect you? 
13. How does it feel to be in a classroom where Mrs. __________ has you learn about 
her? How does that affect you? 
14. How does it feel to be in a classroom where Mrs. __________ includes what she 
known about you in her teaching (if it was stated above)? 
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STUDENT INTERVIEW TWO PROTOCOL 
Student Interview Two  
Date: 
Interviewee: 
1. What things from ____’s teaching do you wish other teachers would have or use? 
2. If you were a teacher would you want to get to know your students? Why? 
3. What would you want to learn about your students? 
4. If you were a teacher would you share information about yourself about what 
goes on in your life? What? Why?  
5. Would you want to have a good relationship with your students?  
6. What type of things would you do to have a good relationship with your students? 
7. What type of relationship would you want to have with your students? Family, 
friends, someone you know, but don’t really like to hang out with, or enemies 
(explain continuum).  
8. I noticed that _______ sometimes makes mistakes. There were a few times in 
math when she made a mistake on hands on equations and she seemed to be ok 
with students correcting her. Have you noticed that she allows students to correct 
her? 
9. What do you think about a having a teacher that allows you to correct her when 
she makes mistakes? 
10.  I noticed that _______ tells stories. Sometimes the stories relate to something you 
are learning. For example there were a few weeks ago when she was telling a 
story in math and it related to what you were doing? Can you think of any time 
were she’s told stories that relates to what you are learning? Do you think that she 
does that? 
11. Would you believe me if I told you that _______ wants to learn about you? Are 
you surprised? Has she done anything to help to get to know you better? 
12. Do you have a good relationship with _______? Do you feel that it helped you 
learn because you had a good relationship with _______? How? 
13. Did it make you try harder? Did you put in more effort because you have a good 
relationship with her? 
14. Did ______ share information about herself with you? Do you feel that it helped 
you learn because ______ shared information about herself with you? How? 
15. Did it make you try harder knowing that you had a teacher who wanted you learn 
about her? 
16. Does ______ care about you? How does it make you feel know that she cares 
about you? Do you think you learn more knowing that she cares about you? 
17. Do you think it makes you try harder knowing that she learns about you?  
18. What is a strength of how she tries to create relationships with her students? What 
is a weakness? 
19. How does it make you feel knowing that you have a teacher that wants to learn 
about you? How does it make you feel knowing that you have a good relationship 
with your teacher? What does it make you feel to have a teacher that wants you to 
learn about her?  
20. Anything else?
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APPENDIX J 
 
STUDENT RATINGS FOR ANGELA 
 
Student 
Number Race Gender 
Other 
Languages 
Question 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10 
1 Hispanic F Spanish 4 5 5 3 5 3 4 4 2 5 
2 AA/Hispanic F Spanish 4 4 5 3 5 3 1 1 3 4 
3 AA/Hispanic F Spanish 3 2 5 4 5 1 2 4 3 3 
4 Middle Eastern F Arabic 5 3 3 5 5 2 3 4 3 5 
5 White F none 3 1 2 2 4 3 1 1 3 5 
6 Hispanic F Spanish 5 4 3 4 4 2 3 2 3 4 
7 Hispanic F Spanish 5 4 5 5 3 3 4 2 4 2 
8 Hispanic F None 2 3 3 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 
9 
African 
American F None 5 3 4 2 5 1 1 3 2 5 
10 Hispanic F Spanish 5 4 3 2 3 1 1 2 3 2 
11 
African 
American M Edo 4 3 3 5 3 2 1 1 2 1 
12 White M None 5 5 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 
13 Asian M Vietnamese 4 5 3 3 3 1 3 1 5 3 
14 
African 
American M None 4 5 5 4 3 2 4 3 3 3 
15 
African 
American M None 5 4 2 4 3 2 3 3 5 5 
16 
African 
American M None 5 1 1 2 3 1 2 1 1 2 
17 Hispanic M Spanish     4 4 5 5 4 1 4 3 5 5 
18 Hispanic M Spanish 4 5 4 3 3 1 3 1 1 3 
Average Per Question 4.22 3.61 3.61 3.39 3.72 1.89 2.39 2.22 2.83 
 
3.39 
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Student  
Number 
Question Average 
Rating 
Per 
Student #11 #12 #13 #14 #15 #16 #17 #18 #19 #20 #21 
1 3 5 3 4 5 4 4 5 3 3 5 4.00 
2 2 5 1 1 1 3 5 3 1 5 5 3.10 
3 1 5 4 2 5 5 3 1 5 5 1 3.29 
4 3 5 2 5 5 2 4 5 3 3 4 3.76 
5 3 5 2 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 3.48 
6 2 3 2 4 4 3 5 1 2 3 5 3.24 
7 1 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4.14 
8 1 5 1 5 5 5 4 1 3 5 5 2.81 
9 4 1 2 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 3 3.52 
10 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 5 3 4 5 3.43 
11 4 5 4 5 4 4 3 3 4 5 5 3.38 
12 3 5 3 5 4 3 5 4 4 2 5 3.62 
13 2 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 2 4 5 3.62 
14 3 5 1 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 3.95 
15 3 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 2 4 5 3.95 
16 1 5 1 2 3 2 5 2 3 3 4 2.38 
17 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4.38 
18 3 5 2 5 3 5 5 3 2 4 5 3.33 
Average Per 
Question 2.56 4.56 2.89 4.33 4.33 4.11 4.28 3.44 3.44 4.17 4.56 3.52 
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RATINGS DISSEMINATED BY CONTRASTING SUBGROUPS 
 
Question 
Number 
Minority 
(n=16) 
White 
(n=2) 
Boys 
(n=8)  
Female 
(n=10) 
Other 
Language 
(n=11) 
English 
(n=7) 
1 4.25 4.00 4.38 4.10 4.27 4.14 
2 3.69 3.00 4.00 3.30 3.91 3.14 
3 3.69 3.00 3.38 3.80 4.00 3.00 
4 3.50 2.50 3.63 3.20 3.82 2.71 
5 3.75 3.50 3.13 4.20 3.91 3.43 
6 1.75 3.00 1.63 2.10 1.82 2.00 
7 2.50 1.50 2.75 2.10 2.64 2.00 
8 2.25 2.00 2.00 2.40 2.27 2.14 
9 2.88 2.50 3.00 2.70 3.09 2.43 
10 3.31 4.00 3.13 3.60 3.36 3.43 
11 2.50 3.00 2.75 2.40 2.55 2.57 
12 4.50 5.00 5.00 4.20 4.64 4.43 
13 2.94 2.50 3.25 2.60 3.36 2.14 
14 4.25 5.00 4.63 4.10 4.18 4.57 
15 4.31 4.50 4.25 4.40 4.18 4.57 
16 4.13 4.00 4.13 4.10 4.09 4.14 
17 4.19 5.00 4.38 4.20 4.27 4.29 
18 3.44 3.50 3.50 3.40 3.45 3.43 
19 3.31 4.50 3.38 3.50 3.18 3.86 
20 4.25 3.50 4.00 4.30 4.18 4.14 
21 4.50 5.00 4.88 4.30 4.55 4.57 
 Average 3.52 3.55 3.58 3.48 3.61 3.39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 189 
 
 
APPENDIX L 
RATINGS DISSEMINATED BY ETHNIC GROUP  
 
Question 
Number 
African 
American 
(n=5) 
Hispanic 
(n=7) 
Mixed 
Raced 
(n=2) 
Asia 
(n=1) 
White 
(n=2) 
Middle 
Eastern 
(n=1) 
1 4.60 4.14 3.50 4.00 4.00 5.00 
2 3.20 4.14 3.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 
3 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
4 3.40 3.43 3.50 3.00 2.50 5.00 
5 3.40 3.57 5.00 3.00 3.50 5.00 
6 1.60 1.86 2.00 1.00 3.00 2.00 
7 2.20 2.86 1.50 3.00 1.50 3.00 
8 2.20 2.14 2.50 1.00 2.00 4.00 
9 2.60 2.71 3.00 5.00 2.50 3.00 
10 3.20 3.14 3.50 3.00 4.00 5.00 
11 3.00 2.43 1.50 2.00 3.00 3.00 
12 4.20 4.43 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 
13 2.60 3.14 2.50 5.00 2.50 2.00 
14 4.40 4.71 1.50 5.00 5.00 5.00 
15 4.40 4.43 3.00 5.00 4.50 5.00 
16 4.00 4.43 4.00 5.00 4.00 2.00 
17 3.80 4.57 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 
18 3.80 3.43 2.00 3.00 3.50 5.00 
19 3.80 3.29 3.00 2.00 4.50 3.00 
20 4.40 4.14 5.00 4.00 3.50 3.00 
21 4.40 5.00 3.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 
 Average 3.44 3.62 3.19 3.62 3.55 3.76 
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APPENDIX M 
TEACHER GUIDELINES FOR CREATING AND MAINTAINING TEACHER-
STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS 
The teacher-student relationships that Angela created with her students can serve 
as a model for creating and maintaining teacher-student relationships in a 
relationship-driven classroom community. Angela’s practices highlighted four key 
points (a) teacher-student relationships need to be mutual, (b) every interaction that 
the teacher has with the students can impact each individual teacher-student 
relationship and affects the classroom community, (c) the teacher needs to relate the 
curriculum to the students and the teacher to further develop the relationship, and (d) 
creating and maintaining teacher-student relationships are an ongoing process that 
continues throughout the year. These four points were clear in Angela’s construct of 
teacher-student relationships. Angela’s construct of relationships can be broken into 
these components: (a) calm demeanor; (b) student-friendly teaching style; (c) teacher 
sharing; (d) learning about students; and (e) including students and teacher into 
teaching. In addition, being explicit about the desired teacher-student relationship and 
the steps taken to create and maintain those relationships, something that Angela did 
not do, is another component that is necessary for teacher-student relationships. An 
outline designed to guide teachers in creating and maintaining such relationships is 
provided below.  
Calm Demeanor 
• Rarely raise your voice and make points without yelling.  
• Joke around with students about discipline rather than focus on the negative. 
• Use phrases such as (a) “Raise your hand if you are talking;” “I love to give 
conduct marks. Please raise your hand if you are talking so I can give you a 
conduct mark;” (b) “If you are not in line, please raise your hand so that I can give 
you a conduct mark;” and (c) “I’m giving out conduct marks for free. They are 
free. If you are out of line, I might just give you one wrapped up in a bow.”  
• Stay calm and do not take behavior personal. 
• Use humor to create an environment where students feel comfortable. 
 
Student-Friendly Teaching Style 
• Allow students to make choices individually and as a class. 
• Relate to your students by showing that you struggle with learning as well. 
• Encourage students to correct your mistakes when you make them. 
• Use terms of endearment when talking to students. 
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Teacher Sharing 
• Share information about your life, family, background, and culture with the 
students throughout the year.  
• Provide information that is more than just surface level about yourself. 
• Introduce family members or important people in your life either through pictures, 
messages, or in person.  
• Help your students understand that you are a real person, but share to your 
comfort level. 
 
Learning about Students 
• Learn about each student’s life, background, culture, family, and other important 
people in a student’s life throughout the year.  
• Allow students to provide information that is more than just surface level about 
themselves. 
• Create opportunities to have students introduce family members or important 
people in their lives either through pictures, messages, or in person.  
• Talk to students’ parents to learn about the students, their families, and their lives 
outside of school. 
• Generate projects and assignments that include a student’s family, background, 
and culture. 
• Allow students to tell stories about themselves through student writing.  
• Make time for the students to have personal conversations with the teacher or 
check-in times. 
• Highlight important student events. 
 
Including Students and Teacher into Teaching 
• Include aspects of yourself and your students into your teaching.  
• Tell stories about yourself that relate to the subjects and topics that you teach.  
• Include aspects of the students’ cultures, backgrounds, and interests into your 
teaching. 
 
Explicit about teacher-student relationships 
• Be explicit about all that you are doing to create and maintain the teacher-student 
relationship and your rationale for creating such a relationship.  
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